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WITNESS 


HON. JOHN J. RHODES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ARIZONA 


Mr. Kirwan. The committee will be in order. 

We have with us this morning Congressman Rhodes, of Arizona. 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 1 am 
going to be very brief this morning “because I think the subcommittee 
knows quite a bit about this particular project. 

Last year, we had residents of the State of Arizona and the com- 
manding officer of Williams Air Force Base here to testify on this 
project. The project was approved by the Army engineers too late 
to get in the budget last year; however, it is in the budget this year. 

The Whitlow Ranch Dam would impound a stream that is dry 
about 360 days out of the year. The 5 days that it is not dry, it does 
considerable damage. When we get a torrential rain on the water- 
shed, as we did 2 years ago, this little stream comes down and spreads 
across the desert. 

It not only inundates some fine farmland but it endangers Williams 
Air Force Base. 

I was stationed there from 1941 to 1945, and on several occasions I 
had to wade through water to get on the base. The base is protected 
by dikes but in this last flood — Queen Creek apparently changed its 
course, so if it floods again, the course is very likely te be muc +h closer 
to Williams Air Force Base, which will put much more of a strain 
on the dikes and could possibly result in a situation where they would 
lose a lot of property and damage a lot of airplanes. ‘Those airplanes, 
as the committee knows, are worth quite a bit of money, and since 
the cost of this dam is not great, very likely one flood which broke 
into Williams Field would result in’ more ‘loss to the Government 
than the cost of this dam. 
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I am hoping when this bill comes up, it will contain the amount 
suggested by the Bureau of the Budget for the planning and devel- 
opment stage of this particular project. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your statement? 

Mr. Ruopes. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Pauses. How much of this is caused by the change in the 
drainage area? 

Mr. Ruopes. There has been some change. However, Queen Creek 
has historically flooded that particular area. 

The main changes have occurred by the damming up of other 
washes which come off the Superstition Mountain. When you de- 
velop desert area and make it into farmland, you are likely to fill 
in some of the natural water courses. This has been done not only 
by private individuals but by the Government. The Government 
has an auxiliary field north of Williams which is probably the worst 
offender. The water hits this dike and bounces back onto farmland, 
inundating it to a greater extent than it would be flooded in its natural 
state. 

Mr. Pures. What funds are you requesting for fiscal year 1957? 

Mr. Ruopes. Presently, $100,000 for planning and development. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you for appearing before the committee. 


Crviz Functions Prosecrs in Hawat 


WITNESSES 


HON. ELIZABETH P. FARRINGTON, A DELEGATE TO CONGRESS FROM 
THE TERRITORY OF HAWAII 

BEN NUTTER, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS, 
TERRITORY OF HAWAII 

WILLIAM J. HULL, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, TERRITORY OF 
HAWAII 

C. H. BURNETT, JR., GENERAL MANAGER, KAHULUI RAILROAD CO., 
MAUI, T. H. 

CAPT. J. W. BERTRAND, LIHUE, KAUAI, T. H. 


Mr. Kirwan. The next witness will be Mrs. Farrington of Hawaii. 

Mrs. Farrineton. Mr. Chairman, I am Elizabeth P. Farrington, 
Delegate to Congress from Hawaii. I appear today to support three 
requests : 

(1) The Kawaihae porject on the Island of Hawaii, Territory of 
Hawaii. This is not in the President’s budget. 

(2) An item for $570,000 to complete Nawiliwili Harbor on the 
Island of Kauai, Territory of Hawaii. This is included in the budget. 

(3) An item for $500,000, for structure repair at Kahului Harbor 
on the Island of Maui, Territory of Hawaii. This is also in the 
budget. 

KAWAIHAE HARBOR 


The Rivers and Harbors Act of May 1950, authorized the con- 
struction of a deep water harbor at Kawaihae, Island of Hawaii. 
This island is 6 times larger than the Island of Oahu where Honolulu 
is situated. Kawaihae Harbor has become an extremely critical need 
to the requirements of the United States Army, Pacific, and the econ- 
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omy of the Territory. Since the President submitted the budget 
the requirements of the United States Army, Pacific, have become 
increasingly critical. The Department of Defense is acquiring 
100,000 acres of land in this vicinity for training areas and General 
Clarke, Commanding General, United States Army, Pacific, has 
written a letter indicating the urgency of the project. 

The economic need for the harbor is also becoming more and more 
apparent. The Island of Hawaii, the Territory’s “big island,” has 
but one port, the port of Hilo, repeatedly threatened of closure by lava 
flows. On the fir side of the island, where Kawaihae Harbor is 
located, is an area comprising several districts: Kona, Waimea, and 
Kohala are a few of the principal ones. These are agricultural dis- 
tricts providing food products and employment. Sugar, coffee, truck 
crops, and beef are principal items. 

Mr. Ben Nutter, superintendent of public works and chairman of 
the Board of Harbor Commissioners of the Territory of Hawaii, and 
Mr. W. J. Hull, a consulting engineer and representing the Chambers 
of Commerce of Hawaii and several other organizations, are here at 
my request to present the project in detail. 

To support the two items already in the budget I have invited here 
today Capt. J. W. Bertrand, representing the Affiliated Chambers 
of Commerce of Hawaii, Matson Navigation Co., and the Kauai Cham- 
ber of Commerce, and Mr. Charles W. Burnett, Jr., representing the 
Kahului Railway of Maui and the Maui Chamber of Commerce. 


NAWILIWILI HARBOR 


There is an item in the budget of $570,000, for Nawiliwili Harbor 
on the Island of Kauai. This project is for the completion of the 
enlargement of the turning basin and deepening of the entrance chan- 
nel. For safety and for economical operation this is a very important 
project. 

KAHULUI HARBOR 


The Kahului Harbor item of $500,000 is for the repairs to the break- 
water on the Island of Maui which was severely damaged by storms. 
The damage creates a hazardous condition in the harbor. 

In concluding my statement, I hope the committee will make a 
thorough study of these three projects, support the items already in 
the budget, and after a careful study of the Kawaihae project include 
the amount of funds requested to start the construction of this harbor, 
which has been pending for 6 years since its authorization by Congress. 

Mr. Kirwan. Did the Corps of Engineers ask the Bureau of the 
Budget for any money for the Kawaihae Harbor project? 

Mrs. Farrtneton. They would not tell us unless one of you ask 
them, but I understand they did. 

Mr. Kirwan. You understand they asked for money for this proj- 
ect ? 

Mrs. Farrinetron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. The Bureau of the Budget cut it out ? 

Mrs. Farrineton. Yes, sir, but the Armed Forces have come up 
with this important need. I understand the Budget Bureau did cut 
it out. 

Mr. Kirwan. But the Army engineers did ask for the money? 
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Mrs. Farrincron. Yes; I understand they have and, in fact, we 
have been told the amount. 

Mr. Putuures. You have other witnesses, have you not ? 

Mrs. Farrineron. Yes, sir. 


STATEMENT OF BEN NUTTER 


Mr. Kirwan. We would be pleased to hear from you at this time, Mr. 
Nutter. 

Mr. Noutrer. Mr. Chairman, my name is Ben Nutter. I am here as 
chairman of the Board of Harbor Commissioners of the Territory of 
Hawaii. 

Hawaii's lifeline of transportation is the sea. Our interstate com- 
merce is—except for the minor portion flown in and at -eapeneent 
upon the sea and harbors. We can’t do much about the sea. Some- 
thing can be done to make our harbors safe and adequate. 

If all of the interstate commerce of your State had to be loaded 
aboard a ship and then unloaded again merely to get to your next-door 
neighbor you would have the same kind of problem we have. If all 
of your intercounty commerce had to be loaded onto and off from a 
barge your counties would have the same difficulties ours have. 

That is why we have such a deep interest in this river and harbor 
bill. 

Last year the Congress appropriated $500,000 to start the enlarge- 
ment of the Nawiliwili Harbor Kauai turning basin and deepening of 
the entrance channel, and there is a need for a similar amount, $570,000, 
this year to complete the project. That item is in the proposed budget. 
It is greatly needed from the standpoint of safety of navigation. 

The only other expenditure for new construction in the past 18 years 
was a $75,000 harbor enlargement at Port Allen, also on Kauai. 

Now, in addition to our need for certain breakwater repair at Kahu- 
lui Harbor, which is in the Corps of Engineers’ maintenance budget 
and which will be detailed later by Mr. Burnett, we are pleading 
strongly for the start of a new harbor at Kawaihae on the island of 
Hawaii. 

The funds to start Kawaihae Harbor are not in the proposed budget. 
We know that to get something inserted in the budget is extremely 
difficult. But our need is so great that we must make the effort, and, 
God willing, succeed. 

We have been working since before the public hearing of 1946, more 
than 10 years, to accomplish this. 

This project is our greatest need. It is our highest priority of 
unstarted authorized projects. I speak for the board of harbor com- 
missioners, and to that extent, for the Governor of Hawaii. 

Various estimates of the probable annual ship tonnage place it 
between 125,000 and 175,000 tons—probably a ship each 2-week period 
throughout the year plus a barge a week and added military traffic. 

Hawaii has under construction with its own funds, an irrigation 
project for 1,500 acres of small farms of 5 to 20 acres each—to help 
support our growing population of young people, | 

Hawaii’s coffee industry : although small, is growing rapidly in this 
area, spurred on by high for eign coffee prices. 

Passion fruit for flavori ing punch, sherbets, and ice cream is rapidly 
becoming an important product here. All of these as well as sugar 
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and molasses, the principal exports of the area, are seriously affected 
by the high cost of the long, rough haul to Hilo for shipment—a 
haul that costs far too large an addition to the cost of shipping 9-500 
miles to the mainland markets. 

And, that puts us, an American community, at an unnecessary cost 
disadvantage with the competing foreign sources of the same products 
from south of the border and Central and South America. 

The Territory has spent $500,000 for the construction of an inter- 
island barge harbor as a stopgap measure and is prepared to spend $1 
million, contingent upon the Federal project, for shoreside and wharf 
facilities. The local interests will spend another $1 million for sugar 
and molasses storage, handling, and loading facilities. 

The economic need is shown by the Corps of Engineers high benefit- 
cost ratio of better than 2.5 to 1. 

The military need is reflected in the application from the Corps of 
Engineers for use of the present Territorial harbor by vessels trans- 
porting troops of the 25th Army Division and by the letter from 
Gen. Bruce Clark, commanding general, United States Army, Pacific. 

The total construction funds required by the Corps of Engineers is 
$5,970,000. The amount needed for the first year of construction is 
$1,700,000. 

Therefore we strongly petition your subcommittee to recommend to 
the Appropriations Committee an amount of $1,700,000 or such other 
amount as may be deemed advisable by the Corps of Engineers for 
appropriation for the start of construction of Kawaihae Harbor on 
the island of Hawaii in fiscal year 1957, and further we ask that 
the Corps of Engineers maintenance, and examination, and survey 
budget be sustained, and, if necessary, increased to take care of all 
critical maintenance and finish up the most vital surveys. Honolulu 
alone needs $50,000 annually to get caught up with important studies. 

Mr. Kirwan. I was over to the islands along with Congressman 
Riley, and I think you have a very worthwhile project. 

Mr. Rirey. Do you have a source of raw materials in the islands, 
or do you ship all of your materials in? 

Mr. Nutter. We have road materials in the island. We do not ship 
anything into the islands. 

Mr. Riney. You have to get your cement and asphalt ? 

Mr. Nurrer. Yes; all of the cement and asphalt for road construc- 
tion comes in with the exception of a small amount of asphalt made 
as a byproduct of manufactured gas in Honolulu, but all of the cement 
comesin. The sand is local. 

Mr. Magnuson. What is the estimated total cost of Kawaihae 
Harbor ? 

Mr. Nutrer. $6 million—needed now is $1,700,000 for the first year 
to start. 

Mr. Macnvuson. That would be a construction item ? 

Mr. Nurrer. Yes,sir. The plans have been completed but for about 
1 month’s work on them, and they say that within a month after advice 
to proceed that they can call for bids. 

Mr. Magnuson. Do they need additional money to complete the 
plans? 

Mr. Nurrer. I believe there has been an allotment made for plans, 
which is adequate. The appropriation that was made was adequate. 
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With the advice that construction is coming they would have it out 
forbids. There is no further appropriation needed for plans. 

Mr. JensEN. I have been told that the Territory of Hawaii is mak- 
ing an appropriation for the Kawaihae Harbor. 

Mr. Nourrer. They have made an appropriation and built a barge 
harbor for about $500,000 as a stopgap measure. In addition to that, 
they have made an appropriation of $1 million for the wharf and 
freight shed and other terminal facilities there. 

In addition to that, the private companies have said they will spend 
about a million dollars for equipment for the handling of sugar and 
molasses facilities. 

Mr. Jensen. So it would be about $2.5 million contributed by the 
Territory and by private industry ? 

Mr. Nurrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. On this other project, Nawiliwili Harbor, is the Ter- 
ritory appropriating any money for it? 

Mr. Nutter. They did. They provided funds for the construction 
of a revetment. Dredge spoil disposal area there is limited so that 
there had been a revetment built around it at the back of the harbor. 
They provided money for it and they bought the land from which the 
rock could be quarried to build that revetment. The amount slips 
my mind. 

Mr. Jensen. That isa small project estimated at $1,070,000? 

Mr. Nutter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Kawaihae is estimated to be $6,150,000 ? 

Mr. Nutter. Approximately. 

Mr. Jensen. I understand the Army engineers only asked for $200,- 
000 for Kawaihae and $570,000 for Nawiliwili. Would you folks 
be happy if the Congress appropriated those two amounts this year? 

Mr. Nurrer. We would if that is all that is available. It was our 
understanding that they asked for $1,700,000 for Kawaihae. How- 


ever, any amount that could start the project certainly would be very 
helpful. 


Mr. Jensen. Does this include planning? 

Mr. Nutter. The planning is finished and the plans themselves are 
finished but for about a month’s work, and they have enough funds 
for that. 

Mr. Jensen. From what I know about these two projects, I think 
they are very worthy projects, and I am going to look favorably upon 
them. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you for appearing before us. 

Mr. Nurrer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. HULL 


Mr. Hut. My name is William J. Hull. 

I represent the affiliated chambers of commerce of Hawaii, com- 
posed of all 11 chambers of commerce in the Territory of Hawaii. In 
addition, I have been asked to speak in favor of the Kawaihae project 
by the following organizations: 

American Legion Kohala Post, No. 4 

Hawaiian Civic Club of Hawaii 

Hamakua Lions Club 

Kamuela Produce Exchange 








Kohala Sugar Co. 

Kohala Lions Club 

Kona Coffee Growers Association 

This project was authorized by Congress by Public Law 516, 81st 
Congress, 2d session. Designs have now been completed. 

Attached hereto and forming a part of this statement is a report 
setting forth the facts concerning i project, which report I hereby 
respectfully request be made a part of the record. For reasons of 
brevity, the following is an abstract from the report : 

1. ‘The Territory of Hawaii, unlike any State, is completely de- 
pendent upon water aren for everything moving into or 
out of the Territory, as well as between the four counties of the Ter- 
ritory, except the extremely small amount transported by air. The 
economy of the Territory is completely dependent upon its harbors. 

2. The project will benefit the entire mind of Hawaii which is 
the Territory's largest island and immediately serve the western half 
of the island. This western portion now has no deepwater port. All 
goods from it must now be transported to the port of Hilo on the 
eastern side over a pass at an elevation of 7,000, or by a long circuitous 
route over a 4,000-foot pass. 

3. The western portion of the island is devoted to coffee, truck 
crops, nuts, sugar, ranching, and tourist resorts. The harbor will 
further the development of a large agricultural area which has re- 
cently been provided with water by the expenditure of local funds. 
Without the harbor, a large sugar plantation supporting a community 
of 5,000 people will probably be forced to close down. 

4. The project is in the interest of national defense and will serve a 
100,000-acre Army and Marine training area. It has the endorsement 
of the commanding general, Pacific Ocean areas. 

5. The Corps of Engineers has determined the benefit-cost ratio 
to be 2.5 to 1. As fringe enterprises grow under the stimulus of the 
increased activity generated by the port, the benefits will increase. 

6. The harbor, being on the leeward side of the island, will not be 
exposed to the northeast storms which have caused so much damage 
to other existing harbors in the Territory. For this reason, main- 
tenance costs will be low. 

7. A conservative estimate of the tonnage to be handled through 
the port the first year of operation is 150,000 tons. In addition to 
exports, supplies for the entire population of the western portion of 
the island will be handled through the port which now must be 
trucked from Hilo. 

8. The harbor is so located that it is immune to possible destruction 
by lava flows and the probability of damage by tidal wave is remote. 
Hilo Harbor, the only deepwater port on the island, is in constant 
danger of destruction by lava flows and has experienced severe dam- 
age by tidal waves in the past. When this occurs, the island is left 
without any port facilities. 

9. The Territory has expended $500,000 on the Kawaihae Barge 
Harbor and has appropriated $1 million additional contingent upon 
Federal participation in the project. Shoreside facilities by local 
interests will total another $1 million, making the total local contri- 
butions about $2,500,000. Federal costs are estimated at about $6,200,- 
000, of which $1,700,000 will be needed in fiscal 1957. 
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10. The project has the endorsement of all Territorial and county 
governmental agencies, as well as the private agencies which I repre- 
sent. It is the unanimous opinion of all that this project has top 
priority over all unstarted authorized projects in the Territory of 
Hawaii, and that it is vitally essential to the economy of the Territory. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Mr. Rirey. As I understand it, you are able to take only very light 
loads by truck over to Hilo because of the high elevation; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Hutu. They take large trucks but it is a long climb to go up to 
7,000 feet by one way and to 4,000 by another. I have a map here 
which illustrates that very well. 

Mr. Ritey. I understood they were not able to load trucks for that 
reason. 

Mr. Hutz. The topography of the island is such that it is difficult. 
Here is Kawaihae, and this is a 7,000-foot pass, and this is a 4,000-foot 
pass by the other route. 

Mr. Ritey. What does the Army propose to do? 

Mr. Hunx. The Army has just acquired 100,000 acres in this vicinity. 

Mr. Ritey. That would be easily accessible? 

Mr. Huu. Yes, sir. During the war it was used as a training area, 
and they imported 50,000 tons a month. They brought their supplies 
all the way over the 7,000-foot pass to this side of the island. 


STATEMENT OF C. H. BURNETT, JR. 


Mr. Kirwan. You may proceed, Mr. Burnett. 

Mr. Burnerr. My name is C. H. Burnett, Jr. I am general man- 
ager of the Kahului Railroad Co. which is the chief stevedoring and 
transportation organization on the island of Maui. I here appear in 
behalf of my own company and also at the request of the Maui Cham- 
ber of Commerce. 

There are two items at present tentatively allocated in the budget 
of the Department of Army on which I strongly urge your favorable 
consideration. The first is a sum of $500,000 for the purpose of com- 
pleting breakwater maintenance and repair at Kahului Harbor. I 
understand this is included under “Operation and Maintenance” at 
page 623 of the President’s suggested budget for 1957 

The second is an item of $3,000 to complete the survey undertaken 
by the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, to determine the 
advisability of enlarging the turning basin at the west side of Kahului 
Harbor. T underst: and that this is included under the heading “Gen- 
er: =" investigation” at page 613 of the President’s suggested budget for 
1957 

I ii ave distributed to you three documents which I request be ap- 
pended to by statement. 

Appendix A is a resolution passed on March 12, 1956, by the board 
of directors of the Maui Chamber of Commerce strongly endorsing 
for your favorable consideration these two items to which T have 
previously referred. 
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(The material referred to follows :) 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas the breakwaters protecting the Kahului Harbor, situated on the Is- 
land of Maui, T. H., suffered untold damages because of the violent pounding of 
surfs on March 5, 1954; and 

Whereas the existing damaged portions of the said breakwaters have created 
a hazardous situation to all vessels making calls at the said Kahului Harbor, 
thereby seriously affecting the safety of the said vessels; and 

Whereas the Island of Maui by way of necessity is dependent upon importation 
of foods, raw and processed materials, and others by surface transportation, and 
unless restoration of the said breakwaters is fully accomplished, the internal 
and external security of the Island of Maui would be gravely affected thereby ; 
and 

Whereas it is our understanding that repair of the breakwaters will commence 
soon and will continue until available funds are depleted ; and 

Whereas it is our understanding that a sum of $500,000 has been tentatively 
allocated in the budget of the Department of Army and included in the national 
budget as submitted to Congress by the President ; and 

Whereas favorable consideration is requested approving the aforesaid sum 
of $500,000 as essential to complete the said breakwater maintenance and repair; 
and 

Whereas it has been recommended by all the steamship companies using the 
port of Kahului that the harbor turning basin be enlarged in the interest of 
safety in the handling of present vessels calling at Kahului and future vessels 
of greater gross tonnage to serve this port; and 

Whereas there is at the present time considerable risk in bringing in the 
Mariner type vessels and T—2 tankers; and 

Whereas pursuant to a resolution adopted April 21, 1953, by the Committee of 
Public Works of the House of Representatives, United States Congress, the 
Honolulu area engineer of the San Francisco district, Corps of Engineers, 
United States Army, has been directed to make a “review of reports on Kahului 
Harbor, Island of Maui, T. H., submitted in House Document No. 235, 69th 
Congress, 1st session, and other pertinent reports, with a view to determining 
the advisability of enlarging the turning basin at the west end of the harbor” ; and 

Whereas in compliance with the above authority the Honolulu area engineer 
of the San Francisco district, Corps of Engineers, United States Army, has 
scheduled a public hearing to be held at Wailuku, County of Maui, T. H., April 
24, 1956, at 10 a. m., on Kahului Harbor for enlargement of the turning basin: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Maui Chamber of Commerce, That it does hereby respectfully 
request and urge the Congress of the United States to conduct a further study of 
the Kahului Harbor pertaining to the complete restoration of the breakwaters 
and the possibility of dredging the harbor and enlarging the turning basin of 
the harbor, and to recommend appropriation of sufficient funds by the Congress 
of the United States in order to undertake and complete the said projects; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That a certified copy hereof be transmitted to the Honorable James 
F. Murray, chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs; the 
Honorable Clair Engle, chairman, House Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs; the Honorable Douglas McKay, Secretary of Interior; the Honorable 
Elizabeth P. Farrington, Delegate to Congress from Hawaii; His Excellency 
Samuel Wilder King, Governor of the Territory of Hawaii; the Honorable Ben 
Rush, manager and chief engineer, Board of Harbor Commissioners, Territory 
of Hawaii; the Honorable Ben Nutter, superintendent of public works, Territory 
of Hawaii; and Chief of Engineers, Corps of Engineers, United States Army, 
Washington, D. C. 

CERTFICATE 


We, the undersigned, being the president and executive secretary, respec- 
tively, of the Maui Chamber of Commerce, do hereby certify that the foregoing 
resolution was offered to and duly adopted by the board of directors of the said 
Maui Chamber of Commerce, at a regular meeting duly called and held at 
Wailuku, County of Maui, T. H., on the 12th day of March 1956, at which meeting 
a quorum was present. 

Dated at Wailuku, Maui, T. H., this 12th day of March 1956. 

WILLIAM NEILSON, President. 
FURNIE SHIRNAGER, Executive Secretary. 
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To Whom It May Concern: 


This is to certify that at a regular meeting held on March 12, 1956, by the 
poard of directors of the Maui Chamber of Commerce at Wailuku, County of 
Maui, T. H., Mr. ©. H. Burnett, Jr., of Kahului, County of Maui, T. H., was 
selected to represent the Maui Chamber of Commerce in all proceedings in con- 
nection with their resolution dated March 12, 1956, covering restoration of 
Kahului breakwaters and dredging of the Kahului Harbor to enlarge the turning 
basin. 


WILLIAM NEILSON, President. 
FURNIE SHIRNAGER, Ewecutive Secretary 

Mr. Burnetrr. Appendix B is a map of Kahului Harbor. 

Appendix C is a concise summary entitled “Facts and Figures Per- 
taining to Kahului Harbor.” I shall refer to these in the course of 
my discussion. 

(The documents referred to were filed with the committee.) 

Mr. Burnett. As indicated on appendix A, the breakwaters which 
are readily apparent on appendix B were severely damaged by violent 
storms on March 5, 1954. Heavy seas destroyed between 150 and 175 
feet of the east breakwater and between 250 and 275 feet of the west 
breakwater. This had two major consequences. First, the loss of 
considerable portions of these breakwaters makes it extremely hazard- 
ous for vessels entering and clearing the harbor because of sea action 
through the large openings of the demolished parts of the breakwaters. 
Secondly, failure to repair the damage would inevitably lead to much 
additional expensive damage to these breakwaters. 

The sum of $500,000 is absolutely essential in order that the mainte- 
nance and repair to these breakwaters be completed. I wish to stress 
that the island of Maui is absolutely dependent upon the importation 
of foods as well as raw and processed materials by surface transporta- 
tion. Unless the breakwaters are fully repaired, the security, both 
internal and external, of the island of Maui will continue to be gravely 
threatened. We, therefore, with all the earnestness possible, urge 
that these funds be approved by the Congress. 

In the time remaining I would like to explain a little more fully 
the importance, as we see it, of enabling the Ss of Enginers to com- 
plete their survey on the question of the advisability of enlarging the 
turning basin at the west end of Kahului Harbor, for which an addi- 
tional $3,000 is needed. 

The only harbor available for the accommodation of vessels on the 
island of Maui is Kahului Harbor. However, in recent years it has 
become apparent that the present turning basin is too small to accom- 
modate the larger vessels now using the harbor. You will observe a 
comparison at pages 3 and 4 of appendix C between the prewar vessels 
calling at Kahului and those at the present time. The much greater 
capacity, length, and breadth of the vessels currently being handled 
in Kahului Harbor is at once apparent. However, there is consider- 
able risk attendant upon the attempt to bring these larger vessels into 
the harbor. This has been a matter of the greatest concern to the 
Kahului Railroad Co. and other interests in Kahului Harbor and the 
large steamship companies such as Matson Navigation Co., Isthmian 
Steamship Co., Waterman Steamship Co., Standard Oil Company of 
California, American Pioneer Line, and Johnson Lines. 

Indeed, serious accidents have already occurred, attributable in 
o— measure to the need for a larger turning basin. The Hawaiian 

holesaler, for example, while trying to clear the harbor, backed into 
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the east breakwater. The Hawaiian Lumberman, while attempting 
to move from pier 2 to pier 1 was battered by a strong gust of wind 
and run aground on the southwest side of the harbor. This past 
January the Hawaiian Builder, in the face of adverse weather condi- 
tions and the difficulty of handling the vessel because of the limited 
area in which to maneuver, was set broadside to the dock and its 
shell plating damaged. 

The various steamship companies have stressed time and time again 
the necessity of enlarging the turning basin in Kahului Harbor both 
as a matter of safety and as an aid to navigation. The portion of the 
map exhibit, appendix B, outlined in red, is the additional area where 
it is felt the turning basin should be enlarged. 

During World War II Kahului Harbor was frequently utilized 
by the United States Navy and the Military Transport Service. 
Hence, there is as well an important national defense aspect in con- 
nection with the enlargement of the turning basin. 

I think you can therefore appreciate the earnestness with which we 
urge upon you favorable consideration to granting the additional 
$3,000 to complete this necessary survey. 

What I have attempted to say is, I believe, well summarized in the 
resolution of the Maui Chamber of Commerce, appendix A. There is 
one final comment which I wish to make. In the interest of the Terri- 
tory of Hawaii asa whole, I wish to record my support to the Kawaihae 
Harbor project, discussed by Mr. Ben E. Nutter, superintendent of 
public works, chairman, Board of Harbor Commissioners, T. H. 

If any member of the subcommittee has any question with respect 
to the matter of the Kahului Harbor breakwater maintenance and 
repair or the survey on enlargement of the Kahului Harbor turning 
basin, I shall be happy to try to answer the same. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Kirwan. We thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF CAPT. J. W. BERTRAND 


Mr. Kirwan. Captain Bertrand, we are happy to have you here and 
you may proceed. 

Captain Bertranp, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I am Capt. J. W. Bertrand, of Lihue, Kauai, T. H., representing the 
affiliated chambers of commerce of Hawaii, Matson Navigation Co., 
and the Kauai Chamber of Commerce, concerning Hawaii Islands 
harbor projects, and particularly with regard to Nawiliwill Harbor 
on the island of Kauai. 

The Rivers and Harbors Act of September 3, 1954, authorized the 
improvement of Hawiliwili Harbor, island of Kauai, by deepening 
the entrance channel and enlarging the turning basin at a cost of 
$1,210,000. $500,000 was appropriated for the fiscal year 1956. An 
additional $570,000 is needed to complete the project. The Presi- 
dent’s budget for fiscal year 1957 includes this amount. 

Contracts have been awarded and construction has started. Work 
should be continued with the funds contained in the proposed fiscal 
year 1957 budget. 

I wish to say the contract has been let and the revetted wall has been 
started and we will have a very fine inland harbor. However, if we 
do not get the harbor dredged to 40 feet, then there is no use having 
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it done at all. Most of this $570,000 will go toward deepening that 
channel. 

The present harbor facilities were adequate before the introduction 
of C-3’s and T-2 tankers, and with even larger Mariner-type vessels 
being contemplated our existing inadequate facilities must be im- 
proved to the point where the risk involved is eliminated. In the past 
years some ships have met with accidents at Nawiliwili, due to the 
restricted area. 

Located in the middle of the Pacific far removed from our sources 
of imports, Hawaii is in an extremely vulnerable position. More than 
75 percent of our food alone must be imported from the mainland 
United States of America. Obviously all of our exports must be 
transported in ship bottoms. The strategic importance of Hawaiian 
harbors to the activities of the Armed Forces has been forcibly demon- 
strated during World War IT and the recent Korean conflict. 

We, therefore, sincerely hope you will give favorable consideration 
to approve this appropr iation of $570, 000. 

All of us in Hawaii in maritime and port operations are in agree- 
ment that the fiscal year 1957 budgeted maintenance funds allocated 
to the Hawaiian Islands should be used at the most critical location, 
Kahului, but two other harbors in Hawaii, Hilo and Nawiliwili, both 
have seriously damaged breakwaters. In the interest of maximum 
economy to the U nited States and in the interest of safety to merchant 

vessels these two breakwaters should also be repaired. 

Nawiliwili lost 75 feet of the outer end of its breakwater in 1954 and 
in February of this year a storm removed 30 feet additional. This loss 
has set up a wave action within the harbor that will cause destructive 
erosion. Without the anchor section at the outer end of the break- 
water continued raveling and loss will occur. 

Next year the cost of Peper will be greater than it would me this 
year at both Hilo and Nawiliwili because more will be gone. Each 
winter storms will cause more loss until the repair is made. 

W e have had an unusually serious 10 years—not equaled previ- 
y—and we need to have these several damages fixed up. 

We urge you to appropriate to the Corps of Engineers sufficient 
funds to repair the damages caused by these storms. 

I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the commit- 
tee, for hearing us and to ask your most favorable consideration of 
our needs. 

Mr. Kirwan. We thank you very much for your appearance before 
this a. 

Mr. Ritry. Captain Bertrand, is the money in the budget to repair 
the breakwater ? 

Captain Brrrranp. No, sir; it is not. 

Mr. Ritry. What is the completion date if you keep your present 
schedule for the deepening of the harbor and channel ? 

Captain Berrranp. It should be early next spring. 

Mr. Kirwan. May I say that we are glad to have had you before 
our committee again and we wish you a safe journey home. 
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Rio GRANDE FLoop Conrro.t PRoJEcT 


WITNESSES 


HON. A. M. FERNANDEZ, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

JOHN PATRICK MURPHY, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, MIDDLE RIO 
GRANDE FLOOD CONTROL ASSOCIATION 

HUBERT BALL, CHIEF ENGINEER, MIDDLE RIO GRANDE CONSERV- 
ANCY DISTRICT, ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEX. 


Mr. Kirwan. We will be very glad to hear now from Congressman 
Fernandez. 

Mr. Fernanpvez. Mr. Chairman, first of all I want to express to the 
committee our appreciation, and the appreciation of the entire New 
Mexican congressional delegation, for the fine treatment we were ac- 
corded by this committee last year and in previous years. We are 
grateful to you. 

At this time, I should like to yield my very limited time to Mr. 
John Murphy, executive secretary of Middle Rio Grande Flood Con- 
trol Association, and Mr. Hubert Ball, chief engineer of the Middle 
Rio Grande Conservancy District, who are here with me. 

Mr. Murreny. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is John Patrick Murphy and I am executive secretary of the 
Middle Rio Grande Flood Control Association. I have been author- 
ized by the board of directors of this association to appear on behalf 
of the membership and present their views in support of our Rio 
Grande project. 

This association is made up of a voluntary, grassroots group of 
farmers, business and professional men, housewives, and other per- 
sons who have united in this manner to support this authorized com- 
prehensive plan for flood control and reclamation in the Middle Rio 
Grande Valley. 

This project was authorized for appropriations in 1948. The 
Middle Rio Grande Valley, as referred to in this comprehensive plan, 
extends from the ¢ ‘olorado-New Mexico State line to Elephant Butte 
Reservoir in southern New Mexico. It is the oldest continuously 
farmed area in the United States. 

The Bureau of Reclamation, with the approval of the Budget Bu- 
reau, has submitted a request for funds in the amount of $3,500,000 for 
continuation of the rehabilitation work on the Rio Grande project. 
This amount is earmarked for the purpose of (1) repairing one diver- 
sion dam; (2) rehabilitation of canals, laterals, and drains; and (3) 
channel-rectification work. Although we had hoped the amount ap- 
proved would have been much larger—still, it is enough, so that we can 
proceed in an orderly fashion. 

We respectfully beg of this committee not to cut this amount in any 
way, because it is, at best, merely a bare minimum. The work of 
restoring the agricultural facilities of this important area can no 
longer be postponed without serious deterioration of the valley’s 
ability to support its established economy and its ever increasing 
population. 

During the past 4 years of this rehabilitation program by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, they estimate that savings in precious water 
have already amounted to approximately 166,000 ore! fet in the San 
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Marcial area, as well as considerable saving by the diversion and 
linkage system provided by the drainage rehabilitation. This water 
was channeled through into Elephant Butte Reservoir where it was 
sorely needed. 

In dollar value, on the basis of a minimum of $35 per acre-foot, 
they evaluate the savings thus far as worth over $5,810,000 on the 
lower valley of New Mexico and Texas. They further believe that 
these savings may go as high as 40,000 acre-feet of water per year, 
as the program advances. 

For the first time in several years it appears the middle valley will 
be able to show a computed credit to Texas in its operation under the 
Rio Grande compact. Available figures indicate this credit will be 
about 10,000 acre-feet. 

At this point, I would like to explain briefly the importance of get- 
ting water through the middle valley and into Elephant Butte Reser- 
voir for use by the lower valley; under the terms of the Rio Grande 
compact, the middle valley is obligated to deliver certain quantities of 
water to the lower valley. 

Because of unforeseen water losses which have developed in our 
river channel since the framing of this compact, coupled with 12 con- 
tinuous years of drought, we could not longer meet our compact obli- 
gations. The consequent penalty—though it was no fault of ours—is 
that we have been forced to open the gates at E] Vado Reservoir, on 
our only storage dam in the middle valley and let the water flow 
through to Elephant Butte Reservoir in the lower valley. We are 
now faced with the impossible task of trying to operate an irrigation 
district without water other than from rainfall in a semiarid country. 

This debit situation to the lower valley and Texas can be alleviated 
through saving of water now being lost by poor drainage conditions 
within the middle Rio Grande project lands and along the river chan- 
nel, and by the elimination of the salt cedar infestations. 

The urgency of this water-saving program necessitates the accom- 
plishment of every measure which will insure economical water sal- 
vage. Hence—in view of the acute water shortage in the middle Rio 
Grande Valley, it is imperative that this program of rehabilitation by 
the Bureau of Reclamation be pushed to the maximum. 

Next, I would like to discuss the Army engineers’ phase of our Rio 
Grande project. The Budget Bureau for fiscal year 1957 has recom- 
mended $1,500,000 for the Chamita Reservoir at the Abiquiu Dam site, 
and $500,000 with which to complete the levee construction above 
Albuquerque. 

This amount would enable the Army engineers to proceed in 
an efficient manner and maintain the schedule of work that they 
feel should be accomplished this coming year. They have the trained 
personnel with which to carry out this program, and they know full 
well the danger in cutting down on desperately needed appropriations. 

There are 6,000 Indians in the middle Rio Grande Valley living in 
9 pueblos; agriculture is the principal economy of these Indians, 
and now their lives, homes and farms are being seriously threatened, 
along with their valley neighbors. 

New Mexico is also one of the most vital areas in the national-de- 
fense program. Some of these installations include: Los Alamos 
Atomic Laboratories, Sandia Atomic Laboratories, Sandia Armed 
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Forces special weapons project, Kirtland Air Force Base, Ordnance 
Research Division, i iadeshaiion project, experimental range, 
et cetera. 

If the river were to get out of its channel about Albuquerque it would 
unquestionably make inoperative in whole or in part, all of the utili- 
ties such as telephone, telegraph, water supply, sewerage disposal, 
power and light plants, the railroads, and the highways. This would 
create a very chaotic situation in Albuquerque and worst of all it 
would adversely affect the national-defense installations just described. 

The channel of the river at Albuquerque has been rising at an aver- 
age rate of between 3 and 4 inches a year, with the result that today 
Albuquerque, Bernalillo, Belen, Socorro, all the Indian pueblos in the 
valley, as well as farms, highways, railroads, et cetera, in the valley, 
are well below river level even during periods of moderate flow in the 
river. 

Our first and paramount need in the middle Rio Grande Valley 
is for the construction of upstream dams. Only by dams, can the 
maximum flow of water be held below the stage at which flood damage 
begins. Only by dams, can the silting and raising of the riverbed be 
stopped. 

We must expedite the construction of our dams. The extreme flood 
danger to the Middle Rio Grande Valley cannot be eliminated merely 
by building levees and straightening the river channel—dams are 
the essential part of the comprehensive plan. 

Therefore—the acceleration of the construction program for Abi- 
quiu Dam on the Chama River is urgently needed in the vital interest 
of flood and sediment control on the Rio Grande. The Chama River 
is the largest flood and sediment producing tributary on the Rio 
Grande in New Mexico above the city of Albuquerque. 

The Abiquiu Dam would control approximately two-thirds of the 
Chama watershed, and greatly reduce the flood peaks on the Rio 
Grande, and flow of sediment from the watershed. Its construction, 
when completed would substantially increase the degree of flood pro- 
tection in the middle valley, which is now provided only by the exist- 
ing levees and the small silt retention dam on Jemez Creek. 

The greatest asset of any country is the people. The second most 
important asset is the land on which they live. The third most valu- 
able asset is the improvements constructed on the land. A conserva- 
tive value at the present date is in excess of $500 million; and it is 
impossible to secure one penny’s worth of flood insurance to protect 
this immense investment. The local people realize their danger and 
have spent millions and millions of dollars trying to alleviate this 
situation, or at least avert disaster until such time as proper flood- 
control agency of the United States Government can take over. 

You are sadly aware, I am sure, of the fact that almost without 
exception, flood control in the United States has come after disastrous 
floods, rather than before. Hence—may I respectfully point out that 
it is possible, depending, of course, upon the vagaries of the weather, 
to save the Rio Grande Valley from another disastrous flood, by 
promptly completing construction of the flood and sediment control 
dams of the comprehensive plan. 

I think everyone will agree that such a program of construction is 
not only economic and desirable, but is actually imperative, in view 
of the importance of the area with its atomic energy installations. 

75294—56—pt. 1—_—-2 
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In my appearance before this committee, I feel I am discussing 
our problems with sympathetic friends who will do everything in their 
power to comply with our urgent request, that the $314 million. for 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the $2 million for the Army engineers, 
as recommended by the Budget Bureau, shall not be cut. 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear here today, and, on behalf 
of the Middle Rio Grande Flood Control Association and the 500,000 
anxious people whom we represent, I wish to say “Thank you” for 
your kind and sympatheic attention. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your statement, sir ? 

Mr. Murrny. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ritey. I have had the privilege of seeing this project and it 
is a very sound project, as I recall it. I think you are on the right 
track to cure this trouble. 

Mr. Jensen. I only want to say that I have seen these projects also 
a number of times. 

Mr. Murphy, you said that the Rio Grande has been raising 3 or 4 
inches a year. Do you mean the bottom of the river has been rising, 
the silt has been rising and not the water? 

Mr. Murruy. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. Jensen. So, it has brought the water up higher than some of 
the territory. I have been very interested in the middle Rio Grande 
project as I am sure Mr. Fernandez and the rest of you are, because 
I think it is a very worthwhile project, and it is a project that can 
only be handled by the Army engineers and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. It isa problem that the local people cannot cope with, so I am 
pleased to see you before this committee with your very modest request. 

Mr. Puuuies. What is the flow on the Chama River ? 

Mr. Batu. About 450,000 acre-feet of water. 

Mr. Puivurs. I am advised that this should have a restoration 
project upstream someplace to prevent washaways. Is anything 
being done about that ? 

Mr. Mcreny. The Department of Agriculture is working on that, 
and they have submitted projects for authorization to the Congress, 
last year, both on the Rio Grande watershed and the Chama water- 
shed. There is a lot of soil erosion. 

Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Ball, are you appearing on the same two projects? 

Mr. Bau. Yes; I have two short prepared statements. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Hubert 
Ball and I am chief engineer of the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy 
District at Albuquerque, N. Mex. 

The conservancy district is an irrigation, drainage, and flood-con- 
trol district in the north central section of New Mexico. Lands of the 
district lie along both sides of the Rio Grande between White Rock 
Canyon, on the north, and the Bosque del Apache Game Refuge, on the 
south, a distance of over 150 miles. Included in the structures of the 
district are 6 major diversion dams, 800 miles of irrigation canals and 
laterals, 350 miles of interior and riverside drains, over 200 miles of 
levees, and El Vado Dam and Reservoir. There are 6 Indian pueblos, 
4 county seats, numerous villages and small trading centers located in 
the flood plain of the river, The best known and most important of 
these is the city of Albuquerque, with an estimated population of over 

200,000, which includes the very important Sandia and Kirtland Air 
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Force Bases. Numerous other smaller, but very important, defense 
installations either are in the flood plain or are served by utilities and 
transportation facilities which are located in the district. 

Continued progress and prosperity in this entire area is very de- 
pendent upon the continuation of the present flood- and sediment- 
control project now being constructed by the Army engineers. This 
work was authorized by the 80th € ongress in 1948; it is known as the 
comprehensive plan of development for the middle Rio Grande area 
of New Mexico, and is a multiple-purpose program. The Bureau of 
the Budget has approved the expenditure of $1,500,000 in 1957 for 
Abiquiu “Dam and we now urge that this amount be recommended 
by this committee to the Congress. The Abiquiu Dam is a very im- 
portant unit of the overall program and, when completed, will greatly 
relieve the burden now being borne by the levee system in our area 
It will greatly reduce the sediment flows into the middle Rio Grande 
area, which will unquestionably result in a lower operation and main- 
tenance cost for the conservancy district irrigation and drainage 
system. 

Synchronized operation of the Abiquiu and Jemez Dams (Jemez 
completed in 1952) will allow a much more orderly flow of water in 
the middle area and we believe greatly increase the water conserva- 
tion possibilities on those units of the project now being constructed 
by the Bureau of Reclamation. These items will be covered in more 
detail i in our statement supporting Department of the Interior appro- 
priations., 

The Corps of Engineers have also requested an appropriation of 
approximately $500,000 to replace certain funds from other sources 
used in the construction of the floodway in the Albuquerque area. This 
item is also approved by the Budget Bureau. 

Since you will, no doubt, be given very detailed information on these 
items by representatives of the Corps of Engineers and Budget Bu- 
reau, we feel that it is unnecessary for us to take the time of this com- 
mittee in long and superfluous det: ails regarding our project. We 
have been assured by the Army engineers ‘that these amounts would 
allow an orderly and economical program and therefore earnestly re- 
quest that the amount requested by the corps and approved by the 
Budget Bureau be recommended to the Congress by this committee. 

Mr. Kirwan. The committee is glad to have had you folks here. 
We thank you both for coming in. 
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PomMME DE Terre FLoop Conrrot Progect 
WITNESSES 


HON. MORGAN M. MOULDER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

HENRY G. DAY, PRESIDENT, POMME DE TERRE DAM & PLAY- 
GROUND ASSOCIATION, HERMITAGE, MO. 

WILLIAM G. CALVERT, PRESIDENT, MO-ARK BASINS FLOOD CON- 
TROL & CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, LEXINGTON, MO. 

LEW PARAMORE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, MO-ARK BASINS FLOOD 
CONTROL & CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 

LAMAR STEWART, OTTAWA, KANS. 

WILLARD J. BREIDENTHAL, RIVERVIEW STATE BANK, KANSAS 
CITY, KANS. 


Mr. Kirwan. We will be very happy to hear from you at this time, 
Congressman Moulder. 

Mr. Moutper. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I ap- 
pear before you today with a delegation from Missouri in support of 
the construction of the Pomme de Terre Dam and to urge the com- 
mittee to appropriate funds for the beginning of construction on this 
worthy project. 

First, I would like to make a short statement concerning this proj- 
ect. The Pomme de Terre River is a tributary of the Osage River 
which flows into the Missouri and the Pomme de Terre project was 
authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1938. At the time the project 
was first authorized, the cost would have been considerably less than 
the present estimated amount. I believe the present estimated cost 
is about $28 million. 

Since the year of 1938, damages from floods in the Osage basin alone 
have amounted to many times more than the present estimated cost 
of the Pomme de Terre project which would have prevented the dis- 
astrous floods. The loss of life and property from floods in the Mis- 
souri and Osage Basin present a pitiful story of sad neglect by the 
Federal Government, which should be responsible to its own American 
taxpaying people who stand by and see their homes and property de- 
stroyed by floods while a big portion of their tax money is spent for 
the benefit of people in foreign countries. If we can afford to build 
a $300 million dam for Egypt, as proposed by the present adminis- 
tration, then surely we can afford the expenditure of a few million 
dollars of our own tax money for the protection and benefit of our 
own American citizens. 

The estimated cost, as I have said, is approximately $28 million, of 
which $529,500 has been appropriated for preliminary work and sur- 
vey work. The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.30. The Pomme de Terre 
project is a meritorious project, Mr. Chairman, and I sincerely urge 
the committee to appropriate $1 million for the starting of this pro}- 
ect. We have appeared before this committee many times, and the 


project has been authorized since 1938, and I sincerely hope that you 
will give us favorable consideration. 

At this time, Mr. Chairman, I would like to present to the com- 
mittee, Mr. Henry G. Day, of Hickory County, Mo., who is a resi- 
dent and merchant within the county where the proposed project is 
located. 
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Mr. Day has been very active in support of the project; in fact, 
the entire section of southwest Missouri and the entire State of Mis- 
souri is favorable to this project. 

I believe he secured several thousand signatures in support of this 
project, and it is a pleasure for me at this time to present Mr. Day. 


STATEMENT OF HENRY G,. DAY 


Mr. Day. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: My name 
is Henry G. Day. I live at Hermitage, Mo., and appear before this 
committee as a local representative of the people supporting the 
Pomme de Terre Dam. 

The Pomme de Terre Dam has been a part of every flood control 
plan, recommended and planned, by the Corps of Army Engineers, 
for the Osage River Basin since 1929. It was authorized by Con- 
gress in 1938, and over one-half million dollars has been spent by the 
Government on plans and surveys since that date. 

Records show the Pomme de Terre River is subject to frequent 
flooding. From 1921 to 1954, this river me flooded its bottoms 58 
times, an average of almost twice every yea 

During the past 4 years of the most Hisast rous drought in history, 
the river has ceased to flow causing stagnant pools and endangering 
the health of our people. 

Due to the unrest of the people in the area, caused by the long time 
authorization, uncertainty of the dam and the continuing drought, 
many farmers are seeking work in the cities with the results that the 
population of Hickory County has decreased 17.2 percent in the past 
10 years and our communities, churches, and schools are suffering. 

This dam would protect some 4,500 acres from floods on the Pomme 
de Terre River below the dam and contribute to flood protection of 
nearly 200,000 acres along the Osage and Missouri Rivers. 

This lake would be a lake of scenic beauty, nestled among the high 
Ozark hills and would attract thousands of tourists each year 

The construction of the Pomme de Terre Dam would cause the 
least disruption of any of the 9 dams in the Osage River Basin. No 
towns, railroads, or major highways would be flooded and no school 
district or community would be divided. The area is sparsely popu- 
lated with less than 5 persons per square mile and the number of 
farmhouses to be relocated is very few. 

The Corps of Army Engineers of the Kansas City district office 
advise that field surveys, plans, and specifications have been com- 
pleted for the first contract and whenever funds are made available, 
they can start work almost immediately. Insofar as we know there 
is no organized opposition to this project and a high percentage of our 
people are urging construction now. 

In support of our efforts, and in harmony with these facts, we 
present to the members of this committee a petition of 3,400 signatures 
of citizens in or near the area supporting this Pomme de Terre Dam 
and asking that funds be made available for construction at an early 
date. We also submit letters and resolutions from chambers of com- 
merce, city councils, and other civic organizations in support of this 
worthy project. 

We respectfully urge that serious consideration be given to includ- 
ing funds in the civil functions bill you are now preparing, the amount 
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needed by the Corps of Army Engineers to start construction of the 
Pomme de Terre Dam and Reservoir. 
Mr. Kirwan. You may file those resolutions with the committee. 
We thank you for appearing before the committee. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM CALVERT 


Mr. Carverr. I am William G. Calvert, of Lexington, Mo., a 
farmer, and president of Mo-Ark—Missouri-Arkansas Basins Flood 
Control and Conservation Association. Mo-Ark represents local 
groups in the Missouri River and Arkansas River Basins and their 
tributaries who are affected by floods and who are concerned with 
conservation of soil and water resources. 

Mo-Ark strongly urges the orderly and prompt completion of the 
Pick-Sloan plan ‘of flood control with continued funds for Oahe Dam 
and the other upstream dams now under construction; with early 
completion of Tuttle Creek Dam and the Kansas River program; w ith 
accelerated appropriations for channel stabilization and agricultural 
levees on the Missouri River. The board of directors authorize me to 
specifically request $1 million for an immediate start of construction 
on Pomme de Terre Dam in Missouri. 

Pomme de Terre Dam is a key flood-control structure on the Osage 
River, which, in turn, is significant in the control of floods on the 
lower Missouri River. We urge early completion of the other flood- 
control and water conservation structures in the Osage Basin. 

I would like to add to that statement concerning the one-hundred- 
some-odd-thousand acres that Congressman Moulder spoke of to say 
that approximately 300,000 acres on the lower Missouri River im- 
mediately ahead of St. Louis are vitally influenced by the Osage. 


STATEMENT OF LEW PARAMORE 


Mr. Paramore. The Missouri-Arkansas Basins Flood Control and 
Conservation Association was organized shortly after the disastrous 
flood of 1951, and its membership consists of 17 local flood-protection 
associations located in the Missouri and Arkansas River Basins in 
Kansas, Missouri, and Iowa. These local associations have a Tot 
membership in excess of 10,000, This organization has, since it wa 
organized, consistently worked for any of those projects which unde 
make a contribution toward preventing the recurrence of a similar 
devastating flood. 

The Pomme de Terre Reservoir is located on the Pomme de Terre 
River, a southern tributary of the Osage River in Missouri, and is an 
important part of the overall plan for the Osage River Basin. 

This project was authorized by the 1938 Flood Control Act and 
appropriations of approximately one-half million dollars have been 
expended for preliminary studies and plans. These plans have been 
completed to the point of enabling an early construction start on this 
project. This reservoir would include flood protection for agricul- 
tural lands along the Pomme de Terre River, the Osage River below 
Bagnell Dam, and in the lower river valley. The location of this 
reservoir above the existing Bagnell Dam power project will con- 
tribute to the safety of that structure and withhold floods at critical 
periods, The valley below this reservoir has been subject to frequent 
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flooding in the past. ‘Vhis project would supply a source of depend- 
able water supply and drought relief to the area. This particular 
area has suffered greatly from droughts during the past 4 years. 
This dam is located in an area surrounded by unusual natural scenic 
beauty and the water which would be impounded to form the conserva- 
tion or permanent pool would be conducive to the fishing, boating, 
swimming, and other recreational benefits which are in demand. 

Since the preliminary plans have been completed and since this 
project, in our opinion, offers a splendid opportunity for a start of 
flood control within the Missouri portion of the Osage River Basin 
with a minimum of disruption to local communities and a maximum of 
benefits to the local area as well as to the area downstream which 
normally benefits from the storage and control of excess waters, our 
organization wishes to recommend that this committee give favorable 
consideration to an appropriation of $1 million to start construction 
of the Pomme de Terre Reservoir in order that benefits from this 
project can be realized without further delay. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your statement ? 

Mr. Paramore. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. What have the local people done in an attempt to avert 
these floods on their own responsibility ¢ 

Mr. Paramore. I do not know that I can tell you too much about 
the immediate area. Farther down there has been some organized levee 
districts. 

Mr. Jensen. They have organized levee districts and they have 
built levees in an attempt to hold the flood water off the land; is that 
right ? 

Mr. Paramore. That is right. 

Mr. JENSEN. I mean in this particular Pomme de Terre area. 

Mr. Moutprer. No; that is not far from the Osage. 

Mr. JENSEN. I am trying to get my thinking oriented on this proj- 
ect. You must have a valley of low land. 

Mr. Day. There is not too much farmland in one place. It is a 
low valley. 

Mr. JENSEN. It is a valley in the Ozark Mountains, a narrow valley, 
and the river is more in the nature of an arroya apparently: is it 
not? Itisdry now. 

Mr. Day. There is not much water there now. 

Mr. Jensen. When the floods do come, they come from hill to hill? 

Mr. Day. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. Is it a problem that the local people cannot cope with? 

Mr. Day. It is. 

Mr. JENsEN. Is it a problem that needs Federal assistance in order 
to stop these floods?) They do not have room in the first place, and 
they would have no money / 

Mr. Day. The bottoms are not wide enough to permit that kind 
of expansion. 

Mr. Jensen. It is upstream and you want to keep the water from 
going down into that valley and flooding that narrow strip of valley 
that runs through the Ozark Mountains? 

Mr. Day. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. Where is it to be located. at the mouth of the stream ? 

Mr. Day. About midway between the mouth and the beginning 
of the valley. Itis about the center of the valley. 
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Mr. Jensen. Would you inundate permanently a lot of good, agri- 
cultural land ? 

Mr. Day. We have the figures on that. 

Mr. Jensen. How many acres would you inundate permanently ? 

Mr. Day. Four-thousand-and-some acres. 

Mr. JeNsen. You would inundate about 4,000 acres / 

Mr. Day. Right. 

Mr. Jensen. How many acres would this dam protect from floods ? 

Mr. Catvert. I have a statement here, but it vitally affects the 
lower third of the Missouri River from Kansas City to St. Louis, 
from about Jefferson City into St. Louis. 

Mr. JENSEN. If this dam were built, how many acres of land would 
it protect from floods? 

Mr. Caxverr. It is part of an overall system on the Osage River 
which protects about three or four thousand acres on the Missouri 
plus its own protection on the very narrow Osage River at that point. 

Mr. Jensen. Below this narrow strip of valley, it finally empties 
out below into the Missouri ? 

Mr. Movurper. Enters into the Missouri. 

Mr. Jensen. And in that area between the Osage and Missouri, 
that area suffers from floods that come down this narrow valley; is 
that right ? 

Mr. Mourper. The total acres that would be protected amount to 
approximaetly 110,000 acres. 

Mr. Jensen. What, if any, objections have you experienced against 
this project? Have there been any objections ? 

Mr. Day. There is no organized opposition at all. We have a few 
farmers in the local area, and very few at that. 

Mr. Jensen. That would be those that would have their farms in- 
undated ? 

Mr. Day. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. That is quite natural. Of course they would be 
paid a reasonable amount for their land. 

That is all Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF LAMAR STEWART 


Mr. Srewarr. I am Lamar Stewart, of Ottawa, Kans. I live in 
that part of the Osage which is in Kansas. We dump our floods 
down on the area affected by this. This reservoir would have no 
physical effect on our area at all, but our entire valley for a number 
of years has been vitally interested in seeing all of the programs 
forwarded. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF WILLARD J. BREIDENTHAL 


Mr. Brementuat. Mr. Chairman, all I would care to say is this: 
That we are supporting this project for its overall benefit to the region 
and because it is a part of the comprehensive plan under the Missouri 
River. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, gentlemen, for your appearance here to- 
day. We were very happy to have your statements. 
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Greers Frrry Dam 
WITNESSES 


HON. WILBUR D. MILLS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 

HON. JAMES W. TRIMBLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 

HOWARD JOHNSON 

J. C. PEARSON 

K. B. HARTIN 

ELMER O. YANCEY 


Mr. Kirwan. Now we have with us Congressman Mills and Con- 
gressman Trimble, of Arkansas. We are very glad to have them 
before this committee and we know they are going to do a good job 
of presenting their cause. 

Mr. Muus. Mr. Chairman, for the purposes of the record, I am 
Wilbur D. Mills, Second District, Arkansas, and I have with me Hon. 
James W. Trimble, Third District, Arkansas, and Mr. J. C. Pearson, 
Mr. Howard Johnson, Mr. K. B. Hartin, and Mr. Elmer Yancey. 

I want to take just a moment of the committee’s time to bring our 
request into proper perspetcive. 

The committee will remember that last year the Congress gave to 
the Greers Ferry Dam project on the Little Red River, a tributary of 
White River in Cleburne County, Ark., $180,000 to enable the Corps 
of Engineers to make further studies and reevaluations of the project. 

I think that the committee will remember that I informed the com- 
mittee that if this money were made available that I thought the Corps 
of Engineers would be able to come up with a savings in construction 
on this project of anywhere from $5 million to $10 million. 

The project itself was authorized in 1938 by Congress for flood con- 
trolonly. In 1954, additional authorization was passed by Congress, 
making it a multiple-purpose project for flood control and power 
generation. 

The Corps of Engineers has been utilizing that $10,000 since the 1st 
of July last year. The report, based upon their reevaluation, Mr. 
Chairman, is not in Washington, but I Have a letter which I want 
to include in the record from Col. Staunton Brown, district engineer, 
at Little Rock, advising me that the reanalysis of the project is well 
advanced and is being expedited. He says: 

Our findings will be submitted at the earliest practicable date and I trust 
that they will be in time for the hearings on appropriations. 

(The document referred to follows :) 

Maron 1, 1956. 


Hon. WILBuR D. MILLs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 
Dear Mr. Mitts: Thank you for your letter of February 23, 1956, with respect 
to the Greers Ferry projects on the Little Red River in Cleburne County, Ark. 
I am pleased to inform you that the reanalysis of the project is well advanced 
and is being expedited. Our findings will be submitted at the earliest practicable 
date and I trust that they will be in time for the hearings on appropriations. 
Sincerely yours, 
STAUNTON Brown, 
Colonel, CE, District Engineer. 


Mr. Mitts. We wanted to take this opportunity of coming before 
you this morning and expressing the hope that it might be possible 
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for the committee, when the Corps of Engineers is before the com- 
mittee, to inquire whether or not these further studies are available 
and can be considered by this committee in connection with our request 
for appropriation of such funds as the engineers need in the coming 
fiscal year to initiate construction of this project. 

This project was first authorized in 1938 and that is some 18 years 
ago. ‘The people in this area have been hoping for this project since 
the original studies began prior to 1938, so they have had it on their 
minds for some 20 years. 

We feel that so far as seniority of the project is concerned, it merits 
consideration. 

If the Corps of Engineers find that they can make this savings upon 
this further evaluation of the project, it is our hope, and that is the 
purpose of this appearance this morning, that the committee will see 
fit to include such funds as the engineers can properly utilize to bring 
about the initiation of the project in the coming year. The project 
may cost anywhere from 35 to 40 million dollars for power and flood 
control both. We do not know the exact figure. That will depend 
upon this report from the Corps of Engineers. 

I have Mr. Trimble with me, whose district is also affected by this 
project, and he desires a few minutes with the committee. 


STATEMENT OF HON, JAMES W. TRIMBLE 


Mr. Trimece. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want 
to concur in everything that my colleague, the Honorable Wilbur D. 
Mills, has said. 

It is true that this project is in his district but a part of the area 
affected is in the district which I represent and a few of these people 
here are my constituents, and we hope that this project can be moved 
forward. There is no question of its being a sound project. These 
men have come a long ways. 

I have no further statement except to say that I am with them all 
the way. 

Mr. Mitis. The next witness is Mr. J. C, Pearson, who is president 
of the Greers Ferry Dam Association. He has a short statement he 
would like to read to the committee. 


STATEMENT OF J. C. PEARSON 


Mr. Pearson. Mr. Chairman, I do appreci: _ the opportunity to 
appear before this committee. My name is J. Pearson. I am a 
Ford dealer at Heber Springs, Ark., and I am suiiiians of the Greers 
Ferry Dam Association, an organization having a membership in 
excess of 1,000 people who live in the area affected by the construction 
of the Greers Ferry Dam and the formation of the Greers Ferry Lake. 
This area extends from Clinton, in Van Buren County, Ark., down the 
Little Red to its confluence with the White River, and thence south 
to Clarendon in Monroe County. 

I appear today to urge the appropriation authorized in Public Law 
780, 83d Congress—the so-called omnibus flood control bill—in order 
to immediately initiate construction of our Greers Ferry project. I 
fully appreciate that vou gentlemen have many requests for the ini- 
tiation of similar projects in various parts of the country and some, 











no doubt, are as economically feasible and urgently needed as our own 
(ireers Ferry project on the Little Red River in Cleburne County, 
Ark., but I desire to call your attention to the fact that we have stood 
patiently in line for 25 years and, other things being equal, seniority 
should prevail. In passing, may I make the important observation 
that during the many years our project has been proposed and planned 
by the Corps of Engineers, no opposition against it has ever been 
registered with the engineers. There has been continuing strong sup- 
port for this project by both individuals and organizations within 
the area affected. Thus you may be assured that this project is defi- 
nitely and wholeheartedly desired by local interests and has even been 
endorsed, without reservation, by the Arkansas Power & Light Co., 
the private power company serving the area where this project would 
be located. 

It should be noted that the Greers Ferry location is near the center 
of the Roger Babson “Magic Circle,” and is at present totally unde- 
veloped industrially. Hence the power generation facilities proposed 
would not present a “target” in case of bombing by a hostile nation, 
and yet near enough to transmit, without excessive line loss, power 
to the great alumina and aluminum section of our Nation, 

In addition to flood control for the preservation of our lands and 
power for the further development of our State and Nation, an ade- 
quate supply of fresh water has become one of our major national 
concerns. Some city councils have had warnings that the growth of 
their cities would be limited by the availability of water. An ample 
supply of fresh water has become a No. 1 consideration in the location 
of new industries. Arkansas has more miles of streams than any other 
State but the conservation of water, which may well become our most 
valuable resource, is increasingly important. Water can make us 
comfortable or uncomfortable, rich or poor, secure or insecure, but 
we cannot live without it. 

Realizing the importance of water conservation, our State has had 
under way an interesting experimental project designed to replace the 
ground water supply through recharging but the necessity of obtain- 
Ing surface water reservoirs, such as the Greers Ferry Dam would 
provide, is too large an undertaking for private enterprise or local 
public agencies within our State so we must, therefore, appeal to the 
Federal Government to provide the necessary funds to build this mul- 
tiple-purpose dam. 

Greers Ferry is another means of keeping America strong, as the 
conservation of our natural resources, particularly our soil and water, 
is our first obligation. 

Thank you, gentlemen. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Mitus. Our next witness is Mr. Howard Johnson, a director 
of the same association from Clinton, Van Buren County, Ark. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right, Mr. Johnson, proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD JOHNSON 


Mr. Jounson. Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, I ap- 
preciate very much this opportunity of appearing before you this 
morning in behalf of the Greers Ferry project. My name is Howard 
Johnson, from Clinton, Van Buren County, Ark. I am president of 
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the Clinton State Bank, the Clinton Chamber of Commerce, and a di- 
rector of the Greers Ferry Dam Association. 

I am here today representing all organized clubs and interested in- 
dividuals of the area affected by the formation of the Greers Ferry 
Lake in Van Buren County. 

I feel that I am qualified to speak of the economic needs of our lo- 
cality. Recently I secured external economic data on this area for a 
problem on business conditions for the School of Banking of the South 
at Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge, La. The time series 
and indexes reflect that using the year of 1947 as the base, the per- 
centage loss in population and year were as follows: 4.81 percent, 
1948 ; 7.89 percent, 1949; 16.13 percent, 1950; 17.33 percent, 1951 ; 21.69 
percent, 1952; 27.82 percent, 1953; and 29.15 percent, 1954. Had I 
used 1940 as the base the percentage of loss would exceed 38 percent. 
Other information such as total employment, number of business es- 
tablishments, postal receipts, bank debits, bank resources, total re- 
tail sales, residential and commercial contracts awarded, were below 
our State average and much below the national average. 

The drop in population has been brought about by the lack of 
employment opportunities. Our chamber of commerce conducted 
a labor survey of our county in December last year; 1,445 men 
and 1,285 women were available for employment. Of this number 
there were 741 men and 749 women under age 38. This represents 
over 33 percent of the present population. Many of our people leave 
for seasonal employment. Some rural communities report as many 
as 50 percent of the people are away 4 to 6 months for work to support 
their families. The electric co-op that serves our area reports 922 
idle meters as of March 15, 1956. 

The per capita income for our area is below the State average and 
our State average is much below the national average. Through the 
income derived from the recreational advantages and the sale of the 
power produced by this project the Federal Government would bene- 
fit and our living standard would be improved. 

With an available supply of labor, ideal climate, and favorable lo- 
cation from a security standpoint, industry will be attracted to our 
area and the State, and additional power will be needed. The land 
to be inundated is mostly rough, hilly land, sparsely settled, and has no 
expensive improvements, and would dislocate a minimum number of 
people. 

Tomy knowledge there is no opposition to this project. 

In closing let me appeal to you for funds to start immediate con- 
struction of Greers Ferry Dam. 

Mr. Kirwan. We thank you very much for coming here and giving 
us your statement. 

Mr. Mitis. Our next witness is Mr. Elmer O. Yancey, commissioner 
of the Arkansas Industrial Development Commission. 


STATEMENT OF ELMER O. YANCEY 


Mr. Yancey. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
here also in behalf of this association, because we are affected from 
the east, in the lower part of Little Red River, and on the White River. 
Our county, White, is adjacent to the neighboring county, Cleburne, 
and we in Searcy obtain our water directly from Red River. To 
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give us a supply would be much appreciated; we are a growing 
neighborhood and a growing town. One reason we are vitally inter- 
ested in this project is that the water we would get from the Little 
Red River would afford us a constant supply. We haven’t had 
a constant supply the past few years—the last 3 or 4 years we have 
had to ration water. ; 

About a year and a half ago in the 1955 legislature in Arkansas, 
the Arkansas Industrial Development Commission was established, 
I was fortunate enough to be named to represent the Second Con- 
gressional District on the commission. ae prapoes of this commis- 
sion is to advance the agricultural economy of our State, and to create 
and further industry as far as possible in our State. 

The other gentlemen who have appeared before your committee 
have testified as to the need for raising our standards of living and 
our need for additional increased income. I am thankful to say that 
our commission is doing a good job in this respect with the assistance 
of the people of Arkansas. 

However, since our commission is working in that direction, and 
since we are making a very comprehensive study of potential indus- 
trial and economic development through the University of Arkansas 
and our research department, we find we are going to need more power 
than is now available for our industrial development. We are espe- 
cially interested, therefore, in the electric power aspect of the Greers 
Ferry Dam — in addition to the flood control and related ad- 
vantages normally provided by such a project. We feel it will ma- 
terially contribute to the development of our agricultural and in- 
dustrial resources in the State of Arkansas. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Miius. Mr. Chairman, our next witness is Mr. K. B. Hartin, 
who is from Clinton, Ark., and is manager of the Petit Jean Electric 
Cooperative, Arkansas. 


STATEMENT OF K. B, HARTIN 


Mr. Hartin. My name is K. B. Hartin. I am the manager of the 
Petit Jean Electric Cooperative of Clinton, Ark., and chairman of the 
committee on dams of the Advisory Committee on Power for the 
Southwest. 

The Advisory Committee on Power for the Southwest is a volun- 
tary organization of the rural electric cooperatives and the munici- 
palities owning their electric-distribution facilities in Arkansas, 
Louisiana, Kansas, Missouri, Oklahoma, and Texas. 

This entire group, by a formal resolution passed February 14, 1956, 
endorsed Greers Ferry Dam as the No. 1 project in the southwestern 
area. The needs for electric power of these systems, as well as the 
needs of the commercial power companies, are rapidly increasing. 

At the aes time, according to my information, there is not 
anticipated any new starts in construction of multipurpose dams 
in this area this year. Greers Ferry Dam, as authorized, would supply 
182 million kilowatt-hours. By the time the dam could be completed, 
this power would be vital to the development of this very large section 
of the Nation. 

Hydroelectric power is especially valuable for irrigation, air con- 
ditioning, and other rapidly growing summer electric loads. 
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As a part of the Southwestern Power Administration’s integrated 
system, this electric power would make a great contribution to the 
welfare of the people of the area. 

As chairman of the committee on dams and the manager of the 
Petit Jean Electric Corp., which serves much of the immediate area, 
I urge the committee to recommend to the Congress sufficient funds 
to complete the engineering studies and to start immediate construc- 
tion on Greers Ferry Dam. 

Mr. Krrwan. Thank you. 

Mr. Miris. Mr. Chairman, I have some telegrams I want to include 
in the record from the Governor of our State, from the organization 
of which Mr. Hartin is the chairman, from Mr. C. Hamilton Moses, 
who is chairman of the board of the Arkansas Power & Light Co., and 
president of the Arkansas Economic Council and the State chamber 

of commerce. He is wiring in both of these capacities. 

All of these telegrams endorse the request we are placing before the 
committee for funds to initiate the project. 

We have telegrams from the Batesville Chamber of Commerce, the 
Clinton Chamber of Commerce, the Cleburne County Industrial Com- 
mittee, the Heber Springs Rotary Club at Heber Springs, the Searcy 
Chamber of Commerce, and the Clinton Lions Club. 

(The telegrams referred to follow :) 
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LitrLe Rock, Ark., March 16, 1956. 
Hon. WiLBuR MILLS, 
i Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

The construction of the Greers Ferry Dam is vital to the State of Arkansas. 
The flood-control features are most important to much of our State. The hydro- 
electric power that will be generated here is needed for the development of 
Arkansas and the southwestern area. The dam has long been authorized and 
determined to be feasible. I sincerely request favorable construction by the 
Public Works Committee and the Congress to appropriating sufficient funds to 
t complete engineering studies so that early construction can be started. 

OrvaL E, FAuBus, Governor. 


LirrLe Rock, ArKk., March 14, 1956. 
WILBUR MILLS, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Advisory Committee on Power for the Southwest, consisting of representatives 
of all electric co-ops and municipalities owning electric distribution systems, in 
Louisiana, Missouri, Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas, and Arkansas, passed the follow- 
ing resolution at February 14, 1956, meeting: 

“Whereas the Advisory Committee on Power for the Southwest has, in the 
past established a preference list of dams to be built in the six-State area; and 

“Whereas the proposed Greers Ferry Dam on the Little Red River in Arkansas 
is now on the top of this list: and 

“Whereas through our concentrated efforts we have been successful in se- 
curing a new start in dams to be constructed each year; be it therefore 

“Resolved, That all electric cooperatives and municipally owned electric 
systems pass resolutions and write letters to their congressional delegations 
urging that sufficient funds be appropriated to complete the planning activities 
to insure an early start of construction; and be it further 

“Resolved, That representatives of the Advisory Committee on Power for 
the Southwest appear before the concerned congressional committee and testify 
ir support of appropriations for Greers Ferry Dam.” 
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Flood-control features of dam essential to particular section but power vitally 
needed for growth and industrial development of entire six-State area, Sin 
cerely urge public works committee to recommend funds for completing study 
and early construction of this multipurpose dam. 

K. B. HartrIn, 
Chairman Committee on Dams, 
Advisory Committee on Power for Southwest. 





LirrLE Rock, ARK. 
Hon. WiLsur MILLS, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

This telegram is in support of immediate funds for the construction of the 
Greers Ferry Dam in Cleburne County. I am fairly well informed on the power 
loads and prospects of this area because of my years of service in the power 
industry in this State. I am firm in the conviction that there will be a need 
for this power immediately upon completion of the project it can be fitted 
into the loads of the customers and lines in this area. I believe the power part 
of the dam will carry itself. And I hope your committee will support the 
project. I am sending this telegram as president of the AEC-State chamber of 
commerce, and as chairman of the board of the Arkansas Power & Light Co. 


C, HAMILTON Moses 


BATESVILLE, ARK., March 19, 1956. 
Congressmen Wiisur D. MILLS and J. W. TRIMBLE, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Zatesville Chamber of Commerce urges you use every possible effort to 
expedite Greers Ferry Dam project the impact of this project on our community 
would result in inestimable value. 

BATESVILLE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. 


CLINTON, ARK., March 19, 1956. 
Congressman WILBUR D. MILLS, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Urge immediate construction Greers Ferry Dam. Local rural co-op informs 
us they have 922 vacant meters. If we don’t get employment in area soon 
many more will have to leave. Your support always appreciated. 

CLINTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
J. W. Jackson, Secretary. 


HEBER SprmINnGs, ArK., Varch 19, 1956. 
Hon. W. D. MILLs, 
Hon. Jim TRIMBLE, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

For the benefit of our Nation, State, and county by furnishing more power 
for local use as well as defense, making our country more sound economically, 
the Cleburne County Industrial Committee urges the early construction of 
Greers Ferry Dam. We know that you will be with our committee when they 
appear in Washington today and urge that every effort is put forth to start 
construction of this project this year. 

CLEBURNE COUNTY INDUSTRIAL COMMITTEE, 
ABLIE RAMSEY, Chairman. 


Heser Sprines, ArK., Vareh 19, 1956. 
Hon. W. D. MILLs, 
Hon. J. W. TRIMBLE, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
The Heber Springs Rotary Club solicits your wholehearted support and effort 
in obtaining funds for the early-construction of Greers Ferry. 


Harry D. Swarrz, Secretary. 
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Searcy, ArK., March 20, 1956. 
Hon. WiLzsur D. MILLS, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 
We are supporting the Greers Ferry Dam project 100 percent. Will appreciate 
any cooperation you may give in the furthering of this project. 
J. B. LIGHTLE, Jr., 
President, Searcy Chamber of Commerce. 





CLINTON, ARK., March 19, 1956. 
Congressman WILBUR D. MILLS, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Greatly appreciate your support on Greers Ferry project and solicit continued 
help on this project. The 300 members of Greers Ferry Association in Clinton 
are indicative of the local interest shown here. 

CLINTON Lions CLUB. 

Mr. Mixis. Now, Mr. Chairman, this request is not contained in 
the budget before the committee. There is an explanation for that. 
The Bureau of the Budget advise me they were not in a position to 
ask funds of Congress at this time because their reports are based upon 
conditions that existed around September 30, 1955, when this project 
was being further evaluated and considered by the Corps of Engineers 
and when the Bureau of the Budget did not have before it information 
that the Corps of Engineers is seeking as a result of its study. 

We feel that the proposition is in keeping with the Bureau of the 
Budget scheme, however, because the Bureau of the Budget did in- 
clude funds in the President’s budget last year for the studies which 
have led to our present situation. We are calling it to your attention 
at the present time. So we do hope that the committee will give very 
careful consideration to the request that we have made this morning. 

We are vitally interested in the project. At the present time there 
is not such a project under construction in the State of Arkansas. 
The nearest one is a project in Missouri. You will find from the 
Census Bureau that the only State that suffered a loss of population 
both between 1940-50 and 1950-55 is Arkansas. It is the only State 
in the Union with losses in both periods and this area represented here 
is one of the most adversely affected areas in this respect within the 
State. This is a project against which no opposition has been voiced 
by any source. 

The committee need not fear any opposition from anyone in the 
construction of this project. It is one that is highly desired and 
one that is most important to the people of the area that we have the 
honor of serving. 

Mr. JENsEN. Will this Greers Ferry project become a part of the 
Southwestern Power Administration project? 

Mr. Mitis. Mr. Jensen, frankly I do not know whether it will or 
not. Of course, the power generated from it would be handled in 
accordance with the provisions of the act of 1944. 

Mr. Jensen. I understand that. I am trying to find out whether 
you will become a part of the Southwestern Power Administration 
which seems to be in trouble all the time. 

Mr. Mus. You want to know what agency of the Government 
might administer the sale of the power? 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 

Mr. Muus. As far as I know, there has been no decision made. 

Mr. Jensen. The Bureau of Reclamation? 
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Mr. Mus. The Department of Interior would administer it, of 
course, presumably by the Southwestern Power Administration. 
There has not, as far as I know, been any decision made on that point, 
but it is in the area where the Southwestern Power Administration 
handles the sale of power. 

Mr. Jensen. Would it have to be made a part of that? 

Mr. Kirwan. It would have to be. It would come within the 
Southwestern. 

Mr. Jensen. There are several power projects all over the country. 
Whether or not this would become a part of the Southwestern Power 
project is the thing I am trying to find out. 

Mr. Kirwan. I should think so. 

Mr. Jensen. I would think the people in that area would not be 
too happy to get into that Southwestern Power setup because of the 
constant problems that have arisen in the Southwest power area and 
the Southwestern Power Administration. It might be better if they 
would just run their own business. I am not making that recommenda- 
tion, but I would look into it because I think the gentleman who just 
testified knows about the problems that we have down there in the 
Southwestern Power Administration, because there are quite some 
aha gooes to cope with, not — with the people down there and REA 
yut also for the Congress of the United States and the Interior 
Department. 

It has been quite a hassle trying to figure out how we can get that 
thing put on its feet and on a paying basis, so the folks down there 
can get the power they need and finally get things resolved in a proper 
manner. 

How many acres of this land would this reservoir inundate? 

Mr. Mitis. Approximately 40,000 acres of land. 

Mr. JENSEN. It won’t inundate 40,000 acres, will it? 

Mr. Mints. Yes. 

Mr. JENSEN. What is the estimated cost? 

Mr. Miits. The original estimated cost was $46 million. The Corps 
of Engineers advises me that as a result of this present study the cost 
will be reduced by from 5 to 10 million dollars. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. How many acres of land, then, will it 
benefit? That isa lot of land to inundate permanently. 

Mr. Mirus. The report of the Public Works Committee of the House 
says it protects 1 million acres, 1 million acres of fertile land in the 
lower White River Basin and only 40,000 acres will be inundated. 

Mr. Jensen. I have that map. What kind of land is that? 

Mr. Mrizs. The 40,000 acres is largely hilly, rough land. 

Mr. Jensen. That will be inundated? 

Mr. Mitis. Yes. I am speaking of the land that will be inundated. 

Mr. Jensen. Land that is not tilled now? 

Mr. Mirts. Well, there is some. I want to point out to you on 
the map I gave you there; if you will look at this section where I have 
drawn a circle there is some fertile land near Miller Station that will 
be inundated, but aside from that section, as far as I know, there is 
little, if any, other fertile land involved. 

Mr. JenseN. How many acres of good land would be inundated ? 

Mr. Miius. Oh, I would say there would not be over 5 or 6 thousand 
acres of land that we call good land, at a very maximum. 

75294—56—pt. 13 
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Mr. Jensen. How many acres do you think it would benefit ? 

Mr. Mus. The Corps of Engineers have said 1 million acres. That 
is the figure used in the report accompanying Public Law 780, 

Mr. JeNsEN. What does the cost-benefit ratio show ? 

Mr. Miuis. That is one of the things we do not have, but which the 
Corps of Engineers in this new report will have. When the project 
was authorized in 1954 for power as well as flood control the ratio of 
cost to benefit was 1 to 1.2. 

Mr. Puusirs. This is essentially a project on the control of flood- 
waters ¢ 

Mr. Mitts. Yes. 

Mr. Pups. It is not essentially a power project ? 

Mr. Mitis. No, sir. This project and I want to make it clear, is 
for flood control. If you look at the map of the entire basin, or if 
you ask the engineers, they will tell you, or you can see from the map, 
that there is no question but that the lower basin of the White River 
will not be adequately protected from floods until this project is con- 
structed. 

Incidentally, power will be generated and a portion of the cost is 
attributable to power. I have always felt there should be power gen- 
erated in connection with this project because I thought | could see 
that power would be essential to the area by the time the project 
could be constructed. 

Mr. Puiuirs. Of course, what you hope to do is to stabilize your 
population and have some more industries come in ¢ 

Mr. Mitus. We have good possibilities there for industrial develop- 
ment. 

Mr. Puituirs. It is not power you need but water ¢ 

Mr. Mitus. We need both. We need water now. We will need 
power by the time this project can be completed 5 years hence. 

Mr. Kirwan. We were very glad to have had you in front of us 
today and we thank you. 


Beaver Dam Anp Reservoir Provecr 
WITNESS 


HON. JAMES W. TRIMBLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Now we will hear Congressman Trimble. 

Mr. Trimete, Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
I appreciate deeply the opportunity which you have afforded me to 
speak to you this morning. In my years in the Congress, I have never 
appeared before a c ommittee of either House more deeply interested in 
a project than I am about the Beaver Dam and Reservoir project, 
which is located on the main stem of the White River in Arkansas in 
the district which I am ‘honored to represent. 

I have spoken to you about Greers Ferry and my deep interest in 
it, and a week from today I will be appearing before you in behalf of 
the Arkansas River projects at Dardanelle and Eufaula. These proj- 
ects are vital to our State, and I am wholeheartedly for them; but I 
must confess that, since Beaver is the only one in my district, I am a 
shade selfish at this moment. 
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I am asking for $100,000 or whatever amount the Corps of Engi- 
neers need to continue the planning which was voted by your commit- 
tee last year in the sum of $25,000. This is a fine project, a feasible 
project, and it has the wholehearted support of my people. They 
wanted to be here today, but I have discouraged them from comin 
for two reasons: First, | know how busy you men are; and, ee 
| don’t like for them to make the long, expensive trip up here. I do 
hope that you will not construe their absence as any lack of interest 
on their part or my own, but simply as a matter of timesaving and 
moneysaving to them and to you. 

Of all the projects which have come under my observation in 11 
years service in the House, I know of none that has more unanimous 
support of the people involved. The farm orgenizations, the labor 
organizations, civic groups, chambers of commerce, mayors and city 
officials of the towns involved—all are for it and would have been here 
today had I given them the word. The private power companies in the 
area, as well as the rural electric cooperatives in the area, are unani- 
mously for the project. 

Beaver is an auxiliary project to the Table Rock and Bull Shoals 
Dams lower down on the river ; and, in addition to flood ¢ en hydro- 
electric energy, and water conservation on its own merits, i t adds to 
the value of the power potential of these two great canals above 
mentioned. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask permission at this time to insert for inclusion 
in the record resolutions from the Chamber of Commerce, Junior 
Chamber of Commerce, Lions Club, Business and Professional Wom- 
en’s Clubs, Kiwanis Club, and Rotary Club of Bentonville, Ark.; 
the Chamber of Commerce of Eureka Springs, Ark.; the mayor, 
Chamber of Commerce, Rotary Club, Kiwanis Club, Lions C lub, and 
Exchange Club of F ayetteville, Ark.; the Chamber of Commerce, 
Lions ¢ ‘lub, Kiwanis Club, and Rotary Club of Rogers, Ark.; the 
Junior Chamber of Commerce of Siloam Springs, Ark. ; the Chamber 
of Commerce, Lions Club, Kiwanis Club, and Rotary Club of Spring- 
dale, Ark., all endorsing the project; a letter from Frank M. Wilkes, 
chairman of the board of the Southwestern Gas & Electric Co., favor- 
ing the project; a telegram from R. E. Ritchie, president of the Ar- 
kansas Power & Light Co., whose companies serve the cities and towns 
in the area, in favor of the project; and a statement by Charles J. 
“ain, who is assistant general manager of the National Rural Electric 
Cooperative Association, endorsing this project. Also a telegram 
from Earl Harris of the Arkansas Industrial C ommission, and presi- 
dent of the Beaver Dam Association. 

Gentlemen, there is no concerted opposition to the project. The 
only 1 or 2 objections I know about are from people in the valley 
whose land will be inundated, and they are not embittered about it 
they just want to know when. 

It ismy earnest hope that you gentlemen can give us $100,000, which 
will carry the planning for another year. This will be an investment 
in the future of this great land of ours. 

Mr. Krrwan. We thank you for appearing before the committee. 
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(The documents referred to follow :) 


BuREKA Sprrincs CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Eureka Springs, Ark., January 21, 1956. 
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 
The membership of the Chamber of Commerce of Eureka Springs, Ark., respect- 
fully submits for your consideration the following: 


“RESOLUTION 


“Whereas the Congress of the United States has repeatedly recognized the 
problems of flood control and the need for additional electric power in the White 
River area, by approving the construction of and appropriating funds for the 
construction of Norfork, Bull Shoals, and Table Rock Dams, and the approval of 
eonstruction and initial appropriation of planning money for Beaver Dam—the 
last and vital up-river link in the White River chain: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Eureka Springs Chamber of Commerce wishes to express 
its confidence in your committee’s carrying out the decision of Congress to com- 
plete the vital program of White River development by the appropriation of addi- 
tional planning money for Beaver Dam for 1956-57. The early completion of 
this dam is absolutely necessary for the 100-percent efficient operation of those 
dams already constructed and under construction.” 

TILLMAN MORGAN, 
President. 
C. C. KING, 
Chairman, Beaver Dam Committee. 


Crry oF FAYETTEVILLE, 
Fayetteville, Ark., January 19, 1956. 
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: On behalf of the city administration of the city of Fayetteville, 
Ark., we respectfully ask your honorable committee to seriously consider a liberal 
appropriation on rivers and dams for finishing planning, engineering, and the 
construction of Beaver Dam in Arkansas. 

We feel that the Federal Government would be doing a great service by the 
construction of Beaver Dam. All of northwest Arkansas and southern Missouri, 
together with the lower White River Valley would benefit. We would have more 
hydroelectric power, better flood control, irrigation, and recreation purposes— 
all of which Arkansas badly needs. 

Thanking you for your consideration in this very important matter, I remain 

Very truly yours, 
Roy A. Soorr, Mayor. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


Fayetteville, Ark., January 24, 1956. 
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: The Fayetteville Chamber of Commerce has for many years 
believed that the full development of northwest Arkansas will not occur unless 
more large lakes are built in this area. Since the White River is an important 
segment of the area which is studied by the Government engineers and a good 
place to impound water to avoid floods and at the same time develop a good 
recreational area, the chamber believes more than ever that Beaver Dam 
should not be sidetracked. 

This lake would be beneficial to our area for recreation, water and electric 
power, and irrigation and flood control. 

The Fayetteville Chamber of Commerce asks that the Appropriations Com- 


mittee appropriate sufficient funds to complete the planning of Beaver Dam 
in Arkansas. 


Respectfully submitted. 
WESLEY J. Gorpon, Manager. 
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Rorary CLUB OF FAYETTEVILLE, 
Fayetteville, Ark., January 25, 1956. 
Hovusp APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
GENTLEMEN: The following resolution was passed at the meeting of the 
Rotary Club of Fayetteville on January 19, 1956: 
“Recognizing the numerous advantages to this area that Beaver Dam would 
offer such as flood control, irrigation, hydroelectric power and recreation; and 
“Acknowledging the fact that these advantages are urgently needed for the 
development of northwest Arkansas: Now, therefore, be it 
“Resolwed, That a letter asking the House Appropriations Committee of 
the United States to appropriate sufficient funds to complete the plan for the 
Beaver Dam project in Arkansas be sent at once.” 
We respectfully urge action on this important matter to the people of north- 
west Arkansas. 
Respectfully submitted. 
GeorGE F. BRANIGAN, President. 


FAYETTEVILLE KIWANIs CLup, 
Fayetteville, Ark., January 24, 1956. 
q VY <4 
Honorable MEMBERS, APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEEF, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0. 


DEAR Srrs: It has come to the attention of this club that no funds have been 
made available for the planning phase of Beaver Dam construction. 

We have long recognized the vital importance to northwest Arkansas of the 
proposed construction of Beaver Dam on White River, and have always sup- 
ported our Representative, Hon. Jim Trimble, in his efforts to secure favorable 
action on this important project. 

At a meeting of our board of directors this day, it was proposed and favorably 
acted upon, to urge your committee to see that funds are appropriated to carry 
on the planning stage of the Beaver Dam project. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Very truly yours, 
Curtis 8S. Croucn, 
Secretary, Kiwanis Club of Fayetteville, and for its board of directors. 


FAYETTEVILLE LIONS CLUR, 
Fayetteville, Ark., January 18, 1956. 
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: The Lions Club of Fayetteville, Ark., at its regular luncheon 
meeting held January 18, 1956, unanimously passed the following resolution: 

“We the members of the Lions Club wholeheartedly urge the Appropriations 
Committee on rivers and dams to appropriate such funds as will be necessary for 
finishing the plans on Beaver Dam in Arkansas. 

“We feel that the construction of Beaver Dam would be of great value to all 
of northwest Arkansas and southern Missouri, as well as all of the lower territory 
of the White River Valley, from the standpoint of more hydroelectric power, flood 
control, recreation, and as a source of water irrigation purposes.” 

Respectfully submitted. 

A. W. Brake, President. 


EXCHANGE CLUB OF FAYETTEVILLE, 
Fayetteville, Ark., January 19, 1956. 
House APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 


At a regular meeting of the Fayetteville Exchange Club held Wednesday, 
January 18, 1956, the following motion was made and passed unanimously: 
“We urge the House Appropriations Committee to appropriate sufficient funds 
to complete the planning of the Beaver Dam project in Arkansas.” 
BE. E. SKELTON, President, 
J. E. Stevens, Secretary. 
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CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


Rogers, Ark., January 18, 1956. 
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


The following resolution adopted by the board of directors of Rogers Chamber 
of Commerce is respectfully submitted for your consideration: 


“RESOLUTION 


“Whereas after years of study the United States Army engineers developed a 
comprehensive, integrated plan for prevention of disastrous floods in the White 
River watershed, plus the development of needed electric power, through a series 
of dams and reservoirs on White River; and 

“Whereas the Congress of the United States has evidenced its concern over 
these problems of flood control and electric power development in the White River 
area, with the result that Bull Shoals Dam and Norfolk Dam have been com- 
pleted and are in operation, and Table Rock Dam is under construction ; and 

“Whereas the United States Army engineers integrated plan also includes an 
additional dam at Beaver, Ark., upstream from the above-mentioned dams; and 
Congress has previously adopted legislation authorizing Beaver Dam, and last 
year appropriated funds for beginning of detailed planning and engineering work 
in connection with Beaver Dam; and 

“Whereas the imperative need for construction of Beaver Dam in order to 
provide flood protection for the dams farther down the White River, and in turn 
to provide water for power generation at those dams in periods of dry weather, 
warrants intensification of work on the planning and engineering phases of 
Beaver Dam: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Rogers Chamber of Commerce respectfully urges that the 
Appropriations Committee of the House of Representatives recommend appro- 
priation of funds necessary for completing this work, and actively work for 
approval of such appropriation by the Congress.” 

Ernest Goprrey, President, 
Noet Boutware, Secretary. 


Lions Cuup, 
Rogers, Ark., January 26, 1956. 
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN : The members of Lions Club of Rogers, Ark., are very much con- 
cerned over the completion of Beaver Dam on the White River; and have 
authorized the undersigned officers to forward this communication to your com- 
mittee, urging your approval of funds for completing the engineering work 
necessary for this project. 

The need for an integrated system of dams and reservoirs to provide flood 
control and electric power development for the White River area has been well 
established. Previous Congresses of the United States have provided for the 
construction of several of the dams included in this comprehensive plan. The 
last session of Congress authorized the construction of Beaver Dam and appro- 
priated funds for beginning the necessary planning and engineering work. 

We submit that the need for Beaver Dam continues to be urgent; and further, 
that the funds already expended on the dams downstream will not accomplish 
their intended purposes until the integrated plan is completed by the construc- 
tion of Beaver Dam—which in times of flood will impound the flood waters, and 
in periods of dry weather release these waters for successive use by the power 
plants downstream. 

Therefore, we request that your committee give earnest study to the need for 
appropriation of funds, as recommended by the United States Corps of Engineers, 
for completion of engineering work on Beaver Dam. 

Respectfully submitted. 


IvAn Rosn, President. 
JAMES Marts, Secretary. 
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JANUARY 27, 1956. 
To Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Congress of the United States has inaugurated a program for the 
construction of multiple-purpose dams on the White River in Arkansas and 
Missouri; and 

Whereas Congress, in the implementation of its program, has caused the con- 
struction of the Norfolk and Bull Shoals Dams on the White River, and the 
Table Rock Dam to be presently under construction ; and 

Whereas Congress already has authorized the building of Beaver Dam in the 
system of dams and reservoirs for the control of the White River drainage area, 
and last year appropriated funds for the initial planning phases of the Beaver 
Dam; and 

Whereas the Beaver Dam is most urgently needed for the full and complete 
development of the White River area, supplementing the functions of the dams 
previously constructed and being constructed ; and 

Whereas the Bureau of the Budget has seen fit to disregard the present crying 
need for the construction of the Beaver Dam ; and 

Whereas the Congress has made vast sums of money available for the develop 
ment and improvement of engineering works in foreign countries, including the 
projected Asswan Dam on the upper Nile in Egypt: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Kiwanis Club of Rogers, Ark., in regular meeting assembled 
on this 27th day of January, 1956, Does hereby respectfully petition and urge 
the Congress of the United States to appropriate sufficient funds with which to 
build the Beaver Dam an the White River. 

KIWANIS CLUB oF Rocers, ARK., 
Hurpy CRAxTON, President. 
Tom F. McMahon, Secretary. 


Rorary CLus or RoGers, ArK., 
January 24, 1956 
To Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

The following resolution adopted by the Rotary Club of Rogers, Ark., is 
respectfully submitted for your consideration : 

Whereas for years there has been a growing concern in the White River water- 
shed for the prevention of disastrous floods and the development of electrical 
power; and 

Whereas a study has been made by United States Army engineers to develop a 
program of dams on White River ; and 

Whereas the engineers plan has included a dam at Beaver, Ark., and the 
Congress has approved legislation authorizing said dam; and appropriated funds 
last year for planning work in connection with the dam; and 

Whereas the Congress has caused to be constructed dams downstream which 
are proving very valuable for flood control and power; and 

Whereas the urgent need of Beaver Dam to provide flood protection and power 
is recognized : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Rotary Club of Rogers, Ark., urgently requests the Appro- 
priations Committee of the House of Representatives to recommend necessary 
funds for completing construction of Beaver Dam. 

R. W. Dusen, President. 
BarRL WETZEL, Secretary. 





RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Junior Chamber of Commerce of Siloam Springs, Ark., repre- 
senting 35 members believes that the Government should proceed with the 
planning and construction of Beaver Dam in Arkansas: and 

Whereas there are thousands of acres of fertile land in the White River 
Valley which cannot be cultivated because of the danger of floods; and 

Whereas downstream damage of floods has caused extensive damage to homes, 
highways, and railroads; and 
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Whereas the construction of Beaver Dam would remedy this situation ; and 
Whereas a source of cheap electric power is sorely needed in northwest 
Arkansas for municipalities and rural electrification ; and 
Whereas there being a desire on the part of industry to decentralize and move 
to this State, the presence of sufficient water and power would make this area 
more attractive to them; and 
Whereas the municipalities of this area have need of a reserve supply of water ; 
and 
Whereas the construction of Beaver Dam would furnish the municipalities of 
this area an adequate supply of water for municipal purposes; and 
Whereas through water conservation the underground water table, which at 
present is low, would benefit by the water impounded by this dam; and 
Whereas the tourist business is the largest in the State; and 
Whereas the establishment of a lake in this area would add to the tourist 
trade and provide thousands of jobs for the people residing in this area ; and 
Whereas large numbers of farms are being deserted because there is no em- 
ployment available to supplement reduced farm income (25 out of 100 have moved 
out since 1950) due to 4 years’ drought; and 
Whereas the establishment of a lake and the subsequent attraction for tourists 
would provide a better market for truck farm produce and handicraft wares 
now made in homes of native people, as well as providing part-time work for 
farmers as guides, and as road and building construction workers: Now, there- 
fore, be it 
Resolved, That the Junior Chamber of Commerce of Siloam Springs, Ark., 
requests the House of Representatives Appropriations Committee to appropriate 
sufficient funds to complete the planning of the Beaver Dam project in Arkansas 
in the second session of the 84th Congress. 
JUNIOR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
OF SILOAM SPRINGS, ARK., 
L. B. KiLtesrew, President. 


SPRINGDALE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Springdale, Ark., January 21, 1956. 
CHAIRMAN OF THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Sir: In meeting duly assembled the Springdale Chamber of Commerce 
of Springdale, Washington County, Ark., unanimously adopted the following 
resolution and directed that a copy be sent to the chairman of the House Appro- 
priations Committee ; that the president sign and the secretary attest the same: 


RESOLUTION 


“Be it resolved, That the Springdale Chamber of Commerce go on record as 
urging the House Appropriations Committee or any other proper body, to approve 
legislation which would appropriate funds for the planning and engineering work 
on Beaver Dam. 

“Whereas Springdale, Ark., and all northwest Arkansas is vitally interested 
in the proposed Beaver Dam construction ; 

“And whereas the past several years have been drought years, it is imperative 
that we in northwest Arkansas have some method of alleviating the water situa- 
tion in some of our towns and we believe the Beaver Dam construction would aid 
this situation. 

“Therefore, on behalf of the Springdale Chamber of Commerce of Springdale, 
Ark., this committee and any other proper body is urged to approve any legisla- 
tion and to do all that can be done in securing the passage of any legislation 
directed toward the appropriation of funds for the planning of Beaver Dam.” 

This the 21st day of January 1956. 

Attest: 


NELSON Dopp, President. 
E. R. Rirrer, Secretary. 
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SPRINGDALE LIONS CLUB, 
Springdale, Ark., January 21, 1956. 


CHAIRMAN OF THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sie: In meeting duly assembled on the 21st day of January 1956, the 
Springdale Lions Club of Springdale, Ark., unanimously adopted the following 
resolution and directed that a copy be sent to the proper parties and that the 
president sign and the secretary attest the same: 


“RESOLUTION 


“Be it resolved, That the Springdale Lions Club of Springdale, Ark., go on 
record as urging the House Appropriations Committee or any other proper body 
to approve legislation which would appropriate funds for the planning and engi- 
neering work on Beaver Dam. 

“Whereas Springdale, Ark., is located in northwest Arkansas and it, along with 
all the other towns in northwest Arkansas, and the people therein situated, are 
vitally interested in the proposed Beaver Dam construction ; and 

“Whereas the past several years having been drought years, it is imperative 
that we in northwest Arkansas have some means of alleviating the water situation 
in some of our towns and we believe the Beaver Dam construction would aid this 
situation. 

“Therefore, on behalf of the Springdale Lions Club of Springdale, Ark., this 
committee and any other proper body is urged to approve any legislation and to 
do all that can be done in securing the passage of any legislation directed toward 
the appropriation of funds for the planning and engineering of Beaver Dam.” 

This the 21st day of January 1956. 

Attest: 

Ep WHkEAtT, President. 
G. A. RAINWATER, Jr., 
Secretary. 


SPRINGDALE KIWANIS CLUB, 
Springdale, Ark., January 21, 1956. 


CHAIRMAN OF THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Str: In meeting duly assembled the Kiwanis Club of Springdale, Wash- 
ington County, Ark., unanimously adopted the following resolution, and directed 
that a copy be sent to the proper parties and that the president sign and the 
Secretary attest the same: 

“RESOLUTION 


“Be it resolved, That the Kiwanis Club of Springdale, Washington County, Ark., 
go on record as urging the House Appropriations Committee or any other proper 
body to approve legislation which would appropriate funds for the planning and 
engineering work on Beaver Dam. 

“Whereas Springdale, Ark., is located in the northwest part of the State and 
it, along with all the other towns in northwest Arkansas, and the people therein 
situated, are vitally interested in the proposed Beaver Dam construction ; and 

“Whereas, the past several years having been drought years, it is imperative 
that we in northwest Arkansas have some method of alleviating the water situa- 
tion in some of our towns and we believe the Beaver Dam construction would 
aid this situation. 

“Therefore, on behalf of the Springdale Kiwanis Club of Springdale, Ark., this 
committee and any other proper body is urged to approve any legislation and to 
do all that can be done in securing the passage of any legislation directed toward 
the appropriation of funds for the planning of Beaver Dam.” 

This the 21st day of January 1956. 

Attest: 

JACK DANFORTH, President. 
Mace Howet., Secretary. 
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SPRINGDALE Rotary CLUs, 
Springdale, Ark., January 21, 1956. 
CHAIRMAN OF THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sir: In meeting duly assembled on the 21st day of January 1956, the 
Springdale Rotary Club of Springdale, Ark., unanimously adopted the following 
resolution and directed that a copy be sent to the proper parties and that the 
president sign and the secretary attest the same: 


““RESOLUTION 


“Be it resolved, That the Springdale Rotary Club of Springdale, Ark., go on 
record as urging the House Appropriations Committee or any other proper body 
to approve legislation which would appropriate funds for the planning and engi- 
neering work on Beaver Dam. 

“Whereas Springdale, Ark., is located in northwest Arkansas and it, along 
with all the other towns in northwest Arkansas, and the people therein situated, 
are vitally interested in the proposed Beaver Dam construction; and 

“Whereas, the past several years having been drought years, it is imperative 
that we in northwest Arkansas have some means of alleviating the water situ- 
ation in some of our towns and we believe the Beaver Dam construction would 
aid this situation. 

“Therefore, on behalf of the Springdale Rotary Club of Springdale, Ark., this 
committee and any other proper body is urged to approve any legislation and to 
do all that can be done in securing the passage of any legislation directed toward 
the appropriation of funds for the planning of Beaver Dam.” 

This the 21st day of January 1956. 

Attest 

JOE Rosinson, President. 
BE. H. Rirrer, Secretary. 


SOUTHWESTERN GAS & ELEcTRIC Co., 
Shreveport, La., February 2, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES W. TRIMBLE, 
Member of Congress, State of Arkansas, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Drar CONGRESSMAN: We are informed that initial appropriations for work 
on development of Beaver Dam in northwest Arkansas have not been included 
in the budget for fiscal 1957. 

Beaver Dam, with its some 65,000 kilowatts of peaking capacity, would provide 
in association with Table Rock, Forsythe, and Bull Shoals Dams practically com- 
plete flood control of the White River as far down as Newport. It would also 
produce still greater recreational facilities in our beautiful Ozark country, and 
would insure water supply to the growing cities of the area. 

The installation of power facilities in this dam is justified by the Army engi- 
neers and the Federal Power Commission only if power produced at said dam is 
sold as peaking power at rates applicable to peaking power into the intercon- 
nected network of the electrical systems in the Southwest. Our company stands 
ready and willing to enter into a contract to purchase this output on such basis 
for the benefit of the entire area in which we serve. Only by sale of all power 
and energy from this dam at prices upon which the power facilities were recom- 
mended by the Army engineers and the Federal Power Commission and author- 
ized by the Congress can amortization of power costs be accomplished and our 
recreational program be protected. 

With kindest personal regards. 

Yours very truly, 
FRANK M. WILKES. 


LitTLe Rock, ArKk., February 2, 1956. 
Congressman A. W. TRIMBLE: 
Make fourth and fifth read “Beaver Dam.” 


R. E. RitrcHt1e, 
President, Arkansas Power & Light Co. 
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Lirt_e Rock, Ark., February 2, 1956. 
Congressman J. W. TRIMBLE, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

While the proposed Gibson Dam will not be located in the area served by 
Arkansas Power & Light Co. we think that it will be beneficial to the overall 
State picture for flood control and whatever other benefits may be derived 
from it. We hope you are successful in getting the necessary appropriations 
for its construction. 

R. E. RiTcuie, 
President, Arkansas Power & Light Co. 





STATEMENT OF NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION IN SUPPORT 
OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF BEAVER DAM 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Charles J. Fain. 
I am the assistant general manager of the National Rural Electric Cooperative 
Association, which is the nationwide service organization of more than 900 rural 
electric systems in the United States and Alaska, representing approximately 
314 million farm families and rural establishments. About 92 percent of all 
REA electric-type borrowers are members of the association. 

The National Rural Electric Cooperative Association has traditionally sup- 
ported development by the Federal Government of hydroelectric capacity as part 
of a comprehensive resource utilization program. We have previously appeared 
before this subcommittee to urge early construction of the Beaver Dam on the 
White River in Arkansas. We wish to reiterate our position at this time. 

Twenty-two rural electric systems in Missouri, Oklahoma, Arkansas, and 
Texas depend for wholesale energy on the Southwestern Power Administration, 
the Department of the Interior agency designated as the marketing agent for 
Federal hydroelectric power generated at Federal dams in these States. 

During the fiscal year 1954, these systems purchased, according to REA statis- 
tics, 329,007,087 kilowatt-hours of energy from the Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration at an average cost per kilowatt-hour of 5.26 mills. During the same 
period, the rural electric systems throughout the country paid an average rate 
of 7.6 mills per kilowatt-hour for wholesale energy. 

The continued availability of low-cost Federal energy to our member systems 
from the transmission system of the Southwestern Power Administration, and 
through power, wheeling contracts between SPA and interconnected commercial 
utility companies, is, therefor, of tremendous importance to our membership 
in the Southwest. 

Between 1950 and 1954, the loads of rural electric systems in Missouri, Okla- 
homa, Arkansas, and Texas increased 95.6 percent, and there is every indication 
that the upward trend will continue. We think, therefore, that if the rural 
electrification program in these States is to continue to grow and develop, at 
least a substantial portion of the power that will be required to meet this in- 
creased load must be made available from the SPA system. 

Not only is additional Federal power and energy required to supply the 
cooperatives served by SPA, but when, all Federal power available in a par- 
ticular geographical area is used up, the yardstick effect is neutralized and the 
wholesale rates of private utility companies go up. 

That is the precise situation faced by REA cooperatives in the Southwest 
at the present time. All of the Federal power has been absorbed. Moreover, 
SPA is in the process of filing a rate increase at FPC. The effect of this com- 
bination of circumstances is already being felt. The Gulf States Utilities Co. 
and the Arkansas Power & Light Co., both of which operate in the SPA market- 
ing area are attempting to put wholesale rates increases into effect. Gulf States 
has already renegotiated power supply contracts with co-ops in Louisiana to 
include a new cost of fuel clause. Arkansas Power & Light is presently before 
the Arkansas Public Utilities Commission attempting to do the same. 

It is our opinion that the evidence is ample to indicate that the rates charged 
REA cooperatives by private utility companies are controlled to a great extent 
by the availability of an alternate source of supply. 

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, the National Rural Electric Cooperative 
Association is wholeheartedly in favor of Federal construction of additional 
power-producing multiple-purpose projects in the Southwest. It is our under- 
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standing that the Beaver project on the White River, in northwestern Arkansas, 
is planned for 64,000 kilowatts of installed capacity and would produce approxi- 
mately 112 million kilowatt-hours per year. The project would also increase 
the dependable capacity of downstream private and Federal hydroelectric plants 
by 22,000 kilowatts and make possible the generation of an additional 22 million 
kilowatt-hours of annual energy at these downstream plants. 

It is our hope that if Beaver Dam is constructed, its power and energy would 
be integrated with that of other Federal dams in the area, either through an 
extension of the SPA system, or through power exchange agreements between 
SPA and commercial utility systems. If the project is built, we expect that a 
reasonable portion of the power benefits from the project would be made avail- 
able to the rural electric systems in the area, either directly from the SPA 
transmission system or through the operation of wheeling contracts between the 
Southwestern Power Administration and interconnected commercial utility 
companies. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Chamber of Commerce of Bentonville, Ark., representing over 
200 members believes that the Government should proceed with the planning and 
construction of Beaver Dam in Arkansas; and 

Whereas there are thousands of acres of fertile land in White River Valley 
which cannot be cultivated because of danger of floods ; and 

Whereas downstream damage of floods has caused extensive damage to homes, 
highways, and railroads; and 

Whereas the construction of Beaver Dam would remedy this situation; and 

Whereas a source of cheap electric power is sorely needed in northwest Arkan- 
sas for municipalities and rural electrification; and 

Whereas there being a desire on the part of industry to decentralize and move 
to this State, the presence of sufficient water and power would make this area 
more attractive to them; and : 

Whereas the municipalities of this area have need of a reserve supply of 
water; and 

Whereas the construction of Beaver Dam would furnish the municipalities of 
this area an adequate supply of water for municipal purposes; and 

Whereas through water conservation the underground water table, which at 
present is low, would benefit by the water impounded by this dam; and 

Whereas the tourist business is the largest in this State; and 

Whereas the establishment of a lake in this area would add to the tourist 
trade and provide thousands of jobs for the people residing in this area; and 

Whereas large numbers of farms are being deserted because there is no em- 
ployment available to supplement reduced farm income (25 out of 100 have moved 
out since 1950), due to 4 years’ drought; and 

Whereas the establishment of a lake and the subsequent attraction for tourists 
would provide a better market for truck farm produce and handicraft wares now 
made in the homes of native people, as well as providing part-time work for 
farmers as guides, and as road and building-construction workers: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolwed, That the Chamber of Commerce of Bentonville, Ark., requests the 
House of Representatives Appropriations Committee to appropriate sufficient 
funds to complete the planning of the Beaver Dam project in Arkansas in the 2d 
session of the 84th Congress. 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF BENTONVILLE, ARK., 
Fioyp L, Rees, President. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Junior Chamber of Commerce of Bentonville, Ark., representing 
over 45 members believes that the Government should proceed with the planning 
and construction of Beaver Dam in Arkansas; and 

Whereas, there are thousands of acres of fertile land in White River Valley 
which cannot be cultivated because of danger of floods; and 

Whereas downstream damage of floods has caused extensive damage to homes, 
highways, and railroads; and 
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Whereas the construction of Beaver Dam would remedy this situation; and 

Whereas a source of cheap electric power is sorely needed in northwest Arkan- 
sas for municipalities and rural electrification ; and 

Whereas there being a desire on the part of industry to decentralize and move 
to this State, the presence of sufficient water and power would make this area 
more attractive to them; and 

Whereas the municipalities of this area have need of a reserve supply of 
water; and 

Whereas the construction of Beaver Dam would furnish the municipalities of 
this area an adequate supply of water for municipal purposes ; and 

Whereas through water conservation the underground water table, which at 
present is low, would benefit by the water impounded by this dam; and 

Whereas the tourist business is the largest in this State; and 

Whereas the establishment of a lake in this area would add to the tourist 
trade and provide thousands of jobs for the people residing in this area; and 

Whereas large numbers of farms are being deserted because there is no em- 
ployment available to supplement reduced farm income (25 out of 100 have 
moved out since 1950) due to 4 years’ drought; and 

Whereas the establishment of a lake and the subsequent attraction for tour- 
ists would provide a better market for truck farm produce and handicraft wares 
now made in the homes of native people, as well as providing part time work for 
farmers as guides, and as road and building construction workers: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Junior Chamber of Commerce of Bentonville, Ark., re- 
quests the House of Representatives Appropriations Committee to appropriate 
sufficient funds to complete the planning of the Beaver Dam project in Arkansas 
in the 2d session of the 84th Congress. 


JUNIOR CH MBER OF COMMERCE OF BENTONVILLE, ARK., 
WAYNE E. Lawson, President. 





RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Bentonville Lions Club of Bentonville, Ark., representing 18 
members believes that the Government should proceed with the planning and 
construction of Beaver Dam in Arkansas; and 

Whereas there are thousands of acres of fertile land in White River Valley 
which cannot be cultivated because of danger of floods; and 

Whereas downstream damage of floods has caused extensive damage to homes, 
highways, and railroads; and 

Whereas the construction of Beaver Dam would remedy this situation; and 

Whereas a source of cheap electric power is sorely needed in northwest 
Arkansas for municipalities and rural electrification ; and 

Whereas there being a desire on the part of industry to decentralize and move 
to this State, the presence of sufficient water and power would make this area 
more attractive to them ; and 

Whereas the municipalities of this area have need of a reserve supply of 
water ; and 

Whereas the construction of Beaver Dam would furnish the municipalities of 
this area an adequate supply of water for municipal purposes; and 

Whereas through water conservation the underground water table, which at 
present is low, would benefit by the water impounded by this dam; and 

Whereas the tourist business is the largest in this State; and 

Whereas the establishment of a lake in this area would add to the tourist 
trade and provide thousands of jobs for the people residing in this area; and 

Whereas large numbers of farms are being deserted because there is no 
employment available to supplement reduced farm income (25 out of 100 have 
moved out since 1950) due to 4 years drought; and 

Whereas the establishment of a lake and the subsequent attraction for tourists 
would provide a better market for truck farm produce and handicraft wares 
now made in the homes of native people, as well as providing part-time work 
for farmers as guides, and as road and building construction workers: Now, 
therefore, be it 
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Resolwed, That the Bentonville Lions Club of Bentonville, Ark., requests the 
House of Representatives Appropriations Committee to appropriate sufficient 
funds to complete the planning of the Beaver Dam project in Arkansas in the 
second session of the 84th Congress. 

BENTONVILLE LIONS CLUB OF BENTONVILLE, ARK., 
FRANKLYN JOHNSON, President. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Business and Professional Women’s Club of Bentonville, Ark., rep- 
resenting 10 members, believes that the Government should proceed with the 
planning and construction of Beaver Dam in Arkansas; and 

Whereas there are thousands of acres of fertile land in White River Valley 
which cannot be cultivated because of danger of floods ; and 

Whereas downstream damage of floods has caused extensive damage to homes, 
highways, and railroads; and 

Whereas the construction of Beaver Dam would remedy this situation; and 

Whereas a source of cheap electric power is sorely needed in northwest Arkan- 
sas for municipalities and rural electrification ; and 

Whereas there being a desire on the part of industry to decentralize and move 
to this State, the presence of sufficient water and power would make this area 
more attractive to them ; and 

Whereas the municipalities of this area have need of a reserve supply of 
water; and 

Whereas the construction of Beaver Dam would furnish the municipalities 
of this area an adequate supply of water for municipal purposes; and 

Whereas through water conservation the underground water table, which at 
present is low, would benefit by the water impounded by this dam; and 

Whereas the tourist business is the largest in this State; and 

Whereas The establishment of a lake in this area would add to the tourist 
trade and provide thousands of jobs for the people residing in this area; and 

Whereas large numbers of farms are being deserted beeause there is no 
employment available to supplement reduced farm incomes (25 out of 100 have 
moved out since 1950) due to 4 years drought; and 

Whereas the establishment of a lake and the subsequent attraction for tourists 
would provide a better market for truck-farm produce and handicraft wares 
now made in the homes of native people, as well as providing part-time work for 
farmers as guides, and as road and building construction workers: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Business and Professional Women’s Club of Bentonville, 
Ark., requests the House of Representatives Appropriations Committee to appro- 
priate sufficient funds to complete the planning of the Beaver Dam project in 
Arkansas in the second session of the 84th Congress. 


BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONAL WOMEN’S CLUB OF BENTONVILLE, ARK., 
JANE M. CLARE, President. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas The Bentonville Kiwanis Club, of Bentvonville, Ark., representing 
over 30 members believes that the Government should proceed with the planning 
and construction of Beaver Dam in Arkansas; and 

Whereas there are thousands of acres of fertile land in White River Valley 
which cannot be cultivated because of danger of floods; and 

Whereas downstream damage of floods has caused extensive damage to homes, 
highways, and railroads; and 

Whereas the construction of Beaver Dam would remedy this situation; and 

Whereas a source of cheap electric power is sorely needed in northwest 
Arkansas for municipalities and rural electrification; and 

Whereas there being a desire on the part of industry to decentralize and move 
to this State, the presence of sufficient water and power would make this area 
more attractive to them; and 

Whereas the municipalities of this area have need of a reserve supply of 
water; and 

Whereas the construction of Beaver Dam would furnish the municipalities 
of this area an adequate supply of water for municipal purposes ; and 
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Whereas through water conservation the underground water table, which 
at present is low, would benefit by the water impounded by this dam; and 
Whereas the tourist business is the largest in this State; and 
Whereas the establishment of a lake in this area would add to the tourist 
trade and provide thousands of jobs for the people residing in this area ; and 
Whereas large numbers of farms are being deserted because there is no 
employment available to supplement reduced farm income (25 out of 100 have 
moved out since 1950) due to 4 years drought ; and 
Whereas the establishment of a lake and the subsequent attraction for tourists 
would provide a better market for truck-farm produce and handicraft wares 
now made in the homes of native people, as well as providing part-time work 
for farmers as guides, and as road and building construction workers: Now, 
therefore, be it 
Resolved, That the Bentonville Kiwanis Club, of Bentonville, Ark., requests 
the House of Representatives Appropriations Committee to appropriate suffi- 
cient funds to complete the planning of the Beaver Dam project in Arkansas in 
the second session of the 84th Congress. 
BENTONVILLE KIWANIS CLUB, OF BENTONVILLE, ARK. 
SHERMAN D. CRABTREE, President. 





RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Bentonville Rotary Club, of Bentonville, Ark., representing over 
30 members believes that the Government should proceed with the planning 
and construction of Beaver Dam in Arkansas; and 

Whereas there are thousands of acres of fertile land in White River Valley 
which cannot be cultivated because of danger of floods; and 

Whereas downstream damage of floods has caused extensive damage to homes, 
highways, and railroads; and 

Whereas the construction of Beaver Dam would remedy this situation; and 

Whereas a source of cheap electric power is sorely needed in northwest Arkan- 
sas for municipalities and rural electrification ; and 

Whereas there being a desire on the part of industry to decentralize and move 
to this State, the presence of sufficient water and power would make this area 
more attractive to them; and 

Whereas the municipalities of this area have need of a reserve supply of water ; 
and 

Whereas the construction of Beaver Dam would furnish the municipalities of 
this area an adequate supply of water for municipal purposes ; and 

Whereas through water conservation the underground water table, which 
at present is low, would benefit by the water impounded by this dam; and 

Whereas the tourist business is the largest in this State; and 

Whereas the establishment of a lake in this area would add to the tourist 
trade and provide thousands of jobs for the people residing in this area; and 

Whereas large numbers of farms are being deserted because there is no em- 
ployment available to supplement reduced farm income (25 out of 100 have moved 
out since 1950) due to 4 years drought; and 

Whereas the establishment of a lake and the subsequent attraction for tourists 
would provide a better market for truck farm produce and handicraft wares now 
made in the homes of native people, as well as providing part-time work for 
farmers as guides, and as road and building construction workers: now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Bentonville Rotary Club, of Bentonville, Ark., requests 
the House of Representatives Appropriations Committee to appropriate suf- 
ficient funds to complete the planning of the Beaver Dam project in Arkansas in 
the second session of the 84th Congress. 


BENTONVILLE Rorary CLUB OF BENTONVILLE, ARK., 
FE. M. Craia, President. 
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Rogers, Ark., March 20, 1956. 


Hon. JIM TRIMBLE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 
Urge you to do everything you can to seeure sufficient funds to complete plan- 
uing of Beaver Dam; this project vital to our section for flood control and in- 
dustrial purposes. 


Earu A, HARRIS, 
Member Arkansas Industrial Development Commission and 
President Beaver Dam Association. 


RECLAMATION Progects 1In WYOMING 
WITNESS 


HON. KEITH THOMSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WYOMING 


Mr. Kirwan. We will now hear Congressman Frank Thomson. 

Mr. Tuomson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I wish 
to thank you for this opportunity to appear in regard to the reclama- 
tion appropriations for the coming year. 

Because of the importance of this program to my State, I spent a 
good portion of my time during the recess visiting projects and actu- 
ally going over them on the ground. I know that members of the 
committee did the same thing. I appreciate the great distances you 
traveled and the tough schedule you followed. I should like to ex- 
press my appreciation for this conscientious service. I am sure that 
your actions will result in even more understanding consideration of 
the problems involved. 

I do not want to trespass on the time of the committee, but I would 
like to make a few observations concerning the recommendations of 
the budget with regard to projects in Wyoming. In the first place, 
this represents a minimum program. No new starts are included. 
The funds are to provide for continuation of construction of projects 
presently underway and to provide essential drainage and rehabilita- 
tion for existing projects. I am sure the committee will appreciate 
this as the hearings progress. 

Projects under construction are the Eden project in southwestern 
Wyoming, the Hanover Bluff project and the Owl Creek project in 
the Big Horn Basin area and the Glendo Dam. All of these projects 
are well underway. The funds requested will continue their orderly 
construction. The earlier construction of the Glendo Dam, as I 
pointed out to the committee last year, will result in a savings of 
$300,000 in construction costs and an additional net revenue of $467,- 
000 or a total of $767,000 in cash savings. 

I would also like to mention in particular the Owl Creek project. 
I thought I recognized the importance of this project but I didn’t 
really appreciate its importance until I visited the area last fall. It 
is a project to supply supplementary water. It has been authorized 
for some time. Congress appropriated the money several years ago 
for commencing construction. This was prevented by difficulties over 
forming a district to negotiate a contract. The area has experienced 
a severe drought in the past years. When it appeared that funds 
might not be available to go ahead last year, I found that some busi- 
nessmen in the neighboring community were planning to sell or close 
their doors. . 
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On the farms within the area to be furnished supplementary water, 
I found young people with their small families who had been waiting 
and hoping for this project for 7 years on farms that had raised 
nothing. An inadequate water supply had been further reduced 
because of the drought. ‘The farmer had been working out to sup- 
port his family and to hold onto his farm. ‘This small project is the 
hope and prayer of these people. Nothing should be permitted to 
interfere with its completion as rapidly as is consistent with physical 
factors and sound business practices. 

The area of the Eden project experienced a severe drought again 
last year. Winter feed crops from this project are desperately needed 
to stabilize the livestock economy of the area. 

No funds are included in the budget request to expand the North 
Platte, Shoshone, Riverton, and Kendrick projects.. Funds are re- 
quested primarily for canal lining and drainage on lands already 
in production. | 

A. proposal has been made to expand the Shoshone project. This 
proposed expansion is referred to as the North Cody pump unit, 
and the Ralston pump unit, to be constructed as a part of the Heart 
Mountain Division. 

The proposal has been reviewed by a local board composed of 
L. C. Bishop, State engineer, State of Wyoming; Paul A. Rechard, 
Chief of Water development, Natural Resource Board, and Dean 
H. 'T. Person, dean of the Engineering College, University of 
Wyoming. 

Their recommendation is as follows: 

The North Cody pump unit, consisting of 480 acres and the Ralston pump 
unit of 1,140 acres should be included as part of the existing Heart Mountain 
Division, and should be constructed as soon as possible. 

I have received endorsements of this project from the surrounding 
communities, and the irrigation districts presently served by the 
Shoshone project. The support is apparently unanimous. If review 
and repayment studies being made by the Bureau of Reclamation 
are completed, it is possible that this project can be submitted before 
hearings are concluded. If such can be done, I urge the committee 
give favorable consideration and recommend an appropriation for 
commencement of construction. 

In the case of the Riverton and Kendrick projects, I personally 
believe that additional lands capable of being irrigated from presently 
constructed main canals, should be brought into the projects. This 
is under consideration by the Bureau. It appears that it will be 
necessary to wait for the studies to be completed and reviewed before 
requesting funds. 

As to the canal lining and drainage on all of the projects for which 
funds are presently requested, the work must not be delayed. To do 
so would cost both the project farmers and the Government unneces- 
sary expense. Some of these projects are among our earliest reclama- 
tion projects. The history of reclamation is relatively short. We 
have profited by experience. If canals had been properly lined in 
the first place, much of our seepage problem could have been avoided. 
Necessary drainage can and is now being installed at much less ex- 

ense during the construction phase. Where this has not been done, 
10Wwever, we cannot afford to delay in doing the necessary work. The 
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problem of seepage is like a cancer or other body infection. Unless 
it is treated promptly, it will likely spread. Unless necessary drain- 
age work is done promptly, the amount required will be greatly in- 
creased. The canal lining is a necessary preventive action. To curtail 
these funds would result in greatly increased ultimate expenditures. 

Funds requested for the transmission division are annie required 
to complete work in progress. This is essential to help solve the 
problems of a power deficit area extending well outside the State. It 
is particularly important to the REA. Revenues produced will bene- 
fit the overall program. 

The Greybull project is the only flood-control project in Wyoming 
for which construction funds are requested. I am confident that the 
committee will provide for the orderly completion of this construction. 

Another thing I would like to mention is the situation that exists 
on Snake River near the town of Jackson, Wyo. I think you are all 
familiar with this area. I am extremely hopeful that something can 
be done about the existing flood-control problem. I have checked 
with the Army engineers. They have a survey under study. 

Mr. Putturrs. That project is not in the budget ? 

Mr. Tompson. No, sir. I am hopeful it can be presented during 
these hearings and some action taken. 

The situation that exists threatens one of the most beautiful valleys 
in the United States. I think most of you are familiar with it. 

The river involved extends from the Jackson Lake down to the 
town of Wilson approximately where the road goes from Jackson 
over into Idaho. 

What has happened is this: We have a geological accident in that 
the river goes down along the ridge and the low ground is on both 
sides of it. For many years I thought the flooding was caused by 
the spring run off from melting snows. That is not the fact. I find 
that as the water is drained out of the Jackson Lake for irrigation, 
it carries boulders and debris with it and deposits it in the bottom of 
the river. Then as the additional water is released during the height 
of the irrigation season it brings the banks up to a very soft flood 
plain. Then particularly, as it comes around the bend, the river 
will eut through and take off down into one of these low spots. It is 
a problem of bank control. | 

Mr. Resser, who owns one of the places there, has spent over $100,- 
000 of his own money trying to control that bank and revetting it 
within his own six-tenths of a mile, I think it is. His place there, I 
think, is the most severe spot, but that type of control will not take 
care of it. because the man up above him hasn’t done anything. 

The Army engineer representatives with whom I went over the 
project this summer after they completed their preliminary surveys 
estimated it will take approximately $2 million to control the bank 
with revetments and have them properly toed-in and so forth. I have 
much hope that can be considered as part of the program for this year. 

The floods that have occurred in Wilson have been disastrous and 
they have had to use Army engineers’ emergency funds and State 
emergency funds. It is certainly something that needs to be taken 
care of on a permanent basis. As mentioned, the budget request for 
reclamation is for essential work which must be done now and with- 
out delay in the interest of the most economical expenditure of funds. 
The work is essential to protect the investment of both the Government 
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and the individual settlers on the projects. I am confident that as the 
committee proceeds with its deliberations, the members will realize 
this and allow the full budget request. 

At this time, and in this type of statement, you can appreciate the 
impossibility of going into each project and each specific appropria- 
tion in detail. If, as the hearings progress, any questions arise, I ask 
that I be given the opportunity to supply additional information 
either to the committee or to the individual members. 

Again, I thank you for this opportunity to appear before you. 

Mr. Kirwan. That completes your statement ¢ 

Mr. Tuomson. Yes. Thank you. 


CoLLBRAN Provect 
WITNESS 


HON. WAYNE ASPINALL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF COLORADO 


Mr. Kirwan. The committee will come to order. Our first witness 
this afternoon will be Congressman Aspinall of Colorado. 

Mr. Asprinatu. I wish to thank this committee for the privilege of 
appearing before it this afternoon. I assure you that I appear here 
under a rather unique situation. As I understand it, there is included 
in the budget request a small appropriation for starting the Collbran 
project which is located in my district. That project was authorized 
by Congress several years ago, and the budget message for fiscal 1955 
included the request for a million dollars to be used in this project. 

However, at the time, the project was not far enough along so that 
the users felt that the Bureau should be given the appropriation, be- 
cause there was no assurance that the project was acceptable to the 
users. Accordingly, on February 18, 1954, Mr. James C. Groves of 
Grand Junction, Colo., an attorney for the water users in the plateau 
water district, and also attorney for the city of Grand Junction, and I 
appeared asking that the appropriation not be authorized for that 
year. 


© 


LANGUAGE PROVISO REQUESTED 


This year’s budget, carrying a like request, is in better form as far 
as the district is concerned. However, I wish to advise the committee 
that as yet there is no contract that has been signed between the 
prospective users and the Department of the Interior; that such a con- 
tract is in the process of being drawn up at the present time, and we 
think it will be signed within the next few weeks or months, and 
undoubtedly, by the time the fiscal 1957 starts. However, if it were 
possible for this committee to do so, it would be perfectly in order, 
as far as the Congressman from the Fourth District of the State of 
Colorado and the users under the project are concerned for the Com- 
mittee to attach a proviso that the money is not to be authorized for 
spending until the contract between the Government and the users 
has been executed. 

Mr. Kirwan. You would like to have that proviso in the bill? 

Mr. Asprnaty. Yes, sir. 

Congressman Jensen, you will remember that Attorney Groves and 
I appeared before your committee 2 years ago, and we asked that 
you not authorize an appropriation at that time. 
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I was just advising the chairman that it appears now as if the con- 
tract is going to be entered into all right, but it has not yet been 
entered into, and I think the proviso that this money not become avail- 
able until the contract has been entered into, would be perfectly 
appropriate in the bill if the committee can see fit to do it. 

Mr. Kirwan. I am very glad that you have appeared before us, 
Congressman Aspinall. 


Pupsiic Works Prosects In Pactric NoRTHWEST 
WITNESSES 


HON. WAYNE MORSE, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF OREGON 

HON. RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF OREGON 

HON. EDITH GREEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF OREGON 


Mr. Kirwan. We are happy to have you here, Senator Morse. You 
may proceed with your statement. 

Senator Morse. I do not intend to take the time to read this state- 
ment. I have it mimeographed and documented with a chart at the 
end, entitled, “Summary—Appropriations, Army Civil Functions and 
Bureau of Reclamation ; Recommendations of Senator Morse, Senator 
Neuberger, and Congresswoman Green for fiscal year 1957, July 1, 
1956, to June 30, 1957.” 

(The statement and chart referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR WAYNE Morse, ON ARMY CIVIL FUNCTIONS AND BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION APPROPRIATIONS, FIiscaL YEAR 1957 (JuLy 1, 1956, To JuNE 30, 
1957 ) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, on behalf of the people of Oregon, 
I want to express my appreciation for this opportunity to appear before you. 
And I want to thank you for your assistance last year in providing funds for 
vital projects in Oregon and the Pacific Northwest. 

Last year Congress broke the deadlock imposed by the administration’s no- 
new-start policy by providing construction funds for 107 unbudgeted projects and 
by increasing funds for many projects in the President’s budget to more realistic 
and adequate amounts. 

Oregon and the Pacific Northwest gained new construction starts on Cougar, 
Hills Creek, and Ice Harbor Dams, on planning funds for John Day and Green 
Peter Dams, the Talent project and important navigation projects at the mouth 
of the Columbia, Tillamook Bay and Bar, Coos Bay, and Charleston boat harbor, 
That action by Congress is greatly appreciated. 

Today, I want to urge that the projects begun last year, as well as those that 
have been in progress for several years, be carried forward with all possible 
speed. The budget proposals of the President would not be adequate for that 
purpose. 

In addition, there are several important projects that should be undertaken 
and others, on which planning is required, should be readied for construction. 

Congress can and should appropriate more funds for flood control and power 
than proposed in the President’s budget if the people of Oregon and the Pacific 
Northwest are to be protected from repeated flood losses and power shortages, 


RECENT FLOODS DEMONSTRATE NEED 


The last several months have shown the urgent need for flood-control work 
on both coasts. I do not believe that newspaper stories on the east coast con- 
veyed the seriousness of the floods in Oregon. They were devastating. The 
budget does not meet the urgent needs for flood control made plain by the dis- 
asters in recent months in Oregon. 
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The Portland district engineer, Colonel Graham, wrote to me in January: 
“Recent floods on Oregon streams were among the maximum of record. The 
resulting damages were extremely heavy in many areas.” 

Flood losses and suffering were extreme. There is a great deal that can and 
should be done to prevent and minimize repetitions. Maximum progress should, 
be made in flood control throughout the country. Oregon in particular is sub- 
ject to these disasters, and I urge that this matter be given the most sympathetic 
consideration by the committee. Flood control is imperative in basins whose 
rivers are now partially controlled and in areas where there are practically no 
flood-control projects. 

It is for that reason that I start this presentation with the item that normally 
is considered last. 


ARMY CIVIL FUNCTIONS—EXAMINATIONS AND SURVEYS 


There have been authorizations for many flood-control surveys outstanding for 
several years. I have urged funds for those surveys repeatedly so that a start 
could be made in determining what work can and should be done to prevent or 
minimize floods on many rivers in Oregon which chronically flood farmlands 
and communities. 

Last year Congress increased examination-and-survey funds by $2,035,000. 
Of that amount, $1 million was allocated, and I believe properly, to hurricane 
investigations. The remainder, in accordance with regular practice, was to be 
allocated by the Executive. 

On July 12, 1955, Senator Neuberger and I wrote to the Chief of Engineers 
urging that allocations be made from the additional $1,035,000 to Oregon flood 
control and rivers and harbors surveys. The budget had included only $24,500 
for 3 project surveys. Our request covered the streams which were the principal 
flooders in recent months. The Executive did not make any additional alloca- 
tions for flood-control surveys in Oregon. 

The President’s budget message of January 17, 1956, was even less satisfactory 
in this respect. Only $13,800 was requested for engineer surveys for 2 projects. 
The $250,000 for “Columbia River review studies” is not for surveys and exami- 
nations, but a study of the 308 report. Indeed, it appears that it will result in a 
scaling down of the flood-control plans for the basin. 

Substantial additions should be made to the President’s flood-control survey 
program. Recently the Army engineers announced that it was cutting back the 
budget allocation for Chief Joseph Dam, because of equipment delivery problems, 
and would allocate $400,000 for California and Oregon surveys. 

My immediate request for a breakdown of that allocation resulted in the reply 
that none was available. 

It is hoped that this data will be available to the committee. I fear that the 
$400,000 contemplated for both California and Oregon will not meet the needs of 
both States. I urge that if this proves to be the case, they be increased. 

Page 5 of the summary submitted by Senator Neuberger, Representative Green, 
and me, shows our recommendations. The amounts we recommend for specific 
projects are those the corps have submitted to us as of January 1956. They do 
not take into account any increases occasioned by flood damage. 

Therefore we urge an additional amount of $250,000 to be used on these projects 
as needed. If the corps must return to Congress for additional funds, as would 
be probable, then the necessary work would be delayed further. 

All of these projects concern flood control on rivers and streams that are 
habitual flooders. Most concern rivers and streams that inflicted grave damage 
only recently. 

The people of Oregon, and particularly those who must live under the threat 
of these rivers, deeply desire that this work be undertaken. Hundreds of families 
have been made homeless by these streams. Millions of dollars of business and 
personal property have been carried away. Countless individuals have seen the 
fruits of a lifetime of effort destroyed by flood. 

It is therefore requested that the necessary increases be made and earmarked 
so that the mandate of Congress will be clear. 


COQUILLE RIVER REVIEW REPORT (BANDON) 


The Committee on Public Works of the United States Senate, at the request of 
Senator Neuberger and myself, on July 6, 1955, adopted a resolution pertaining 
to review of the Coquille River Harbor project. 


; 
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During October 1955 I, personally, viewed this particular area and am con- 
vinced that it has great potentialities as a port on the southern portion of our 
Oregon coast. The Corps of Engineers indicates that $3,500 will be required for 
a review report to determine the feasibility of a survey. I recommend the appro- 
priation of $3,500 for this purpose. 


CONSTRUCTION FUNDS—WILLAMETTE BASIN 


In January 1956, the Portland district engineer wrote to me: “The flood in 
Willamette River Basin was of an overall frequency of about once in 20 years, on 
an average. Streamflows above some of the completed reservoirs exceeded pre- 
vious recorded maximums, both in volume and peak discharge. Floods of that 
nature are both extremely damaging and particularly difficult to control. The 5 
completed multiple-purpose reservoirs, Cottage Grove, Dorena, Fern Ridge, Look- 
out Point, and Detroit, however, were extremely effective in controlling flooding 
and reducing damage. Stages at Eugene, Albany, and Salem, on the main stream, 
were reduced about 9, 5, and 6 feet, respectively. Preliminary estimates indicate 
that damages in the order of $9 million were prevented thereby. Even though 
the five reservoirs were effective, damages in the basin were large. McKenzie 
and South Santiam Rivers, and many minor tributaries such as Fall Creek and 
Calapooya, Marys, Luckiamute, Yamhill, Pudding, Molalla, and Tualatin Rivers 
were without any control. Middle Fork Willamette River, above Lookout Point 
Reservoir and downstream from the site of Hills Creek Reservoir, broke through 
a privately constructed levee and necessitated evacuation of about 300 people 
from their homes. Particularly notable examples of the effects of storage control 
were the uncontrolled and extremely damaging flooding on South Santiam River, 
as compared to the controlled North Santiam, and on McKenzie River as compared 
to Willamette River which was held within banks above the confluence of the 
McKenzie. 

This data reinforces the already recognized necessity of proceeding with 
flood-control work in the Willamette River Basin. 


COUGAR DAM——CONSTRUCTION 


Cougar Dam is a vitally needed multipurpose project near Eugene, Oreg. 
Its primary value is for flood control, providing 210,000 acre-feet of storage, 
of which 155,000 would be usable for other than power purposes. 

Flood problems are acute in the Willamette River Basin which drains the 
most heavily populated area of Oregon. The Cougar site is on the South Fork 
of the McKenzie River, a principal tributary of the Willamette River. 

First construction funds were provided in the appropriations for fiscal 1956. 
Despite delay occasioned by the President’s stop order it is expected that actual 
construction will begin this spring. 

The Corps of Engineers advise that it can use $2,450,000 for this project 
during fiscal 1957 and that is the amount recommended by Senator Neuberger, 
Representative Green, and me. Unfortunately, the President has requested only 
$1,500,000. This project will take 5 years to construct. That work should be 
done as speedily as possible. 

Total average annual benefits are estimated at $2,867,300 and it is expected 
to prevent an average of $1,699,200 in flood losses. 


HILLS CREEK DAM—CONSTRUCTION 


As indicated by the Portland division engineer’s letter already quoted, flood 
control is vitally needed on the Middle Fork of the Willamette River on which 
Hills Creek Dam is to be built. It will have an installed capacity of 20,000 
kilowatts. In addition, it will increase the power output of Lookout Point 
Dam, which has an installed capacity of 120,000 kilowatts that cannot be fully 
used today, although the project is in operation. The 1955 Portland division 
engineer’s report states: “This project is closely related to Lookout Point 
Reservoir downstream from Hills Creek. The integration of the two projects 
involves the transfer of flood-control storage from Lookout Point Reservoir 
to Hills Creek Reservoir in the interest of maximum power production at 
Lookout Point.” 


It will prevent annual flood damage of $1,637,200 with its 280,000 acre-feet 
of storage. 

Construction funds for this important multipurpose project were first provided 
in fiscal 1956. The corps reports it can use $2,900,000 this coming year to carry 
forward construction. Unfortunately, the budget requests only $2 million. 
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Construction will take 5% years. The lesson of recent floods and high water 
is that construction should be accomplished with all possible speed. Therefore, 
we request $2,900,000 for Hills Creek construction. 


HOLLEY DAM—CONSTRUCTION AND/OR PLANNING 


The corps describes this project as follows: “This project will be located on 
the Calapooya River, 49.7 miles above the mouth of that stream. The dam 
will be an earth and gravel-fill type embankment 4,700 feet long with a maxi 
mum height of 160 feet from foundation to crest. <A straight, free overflow, 
chute-type spillway 180 feet wide will be located on the left abutment. Outlet 
works will also be located in the left abutment. 

“The reservoir will have 90,000 acre-feet of usable flood-control storage and 
will be operated as a unit of the coordinated reservoir system planned for the 
Willamette Basin. Minor day use recreational facilities will be provided. 

“The cost of installing egg-collecting racks below the dam and a share of 
the cost of providing game fish facilities within the Willamette Basin have 
been included in the cost estimates for the project. Construction time will be 
2 years. 

“Project cost is estimated at $12,500,000. Total average annual benefits 
will be $1,066,800. The project will prevent average annual damages of $578,900.” 

The Calapooya River inflicts yearly damage from high water. In recent 
months its depredations were unusually heavy. 

As yet, the corps has not advised what funds it could use economically during 
fiscal 1957. It is hoped that it could complete planning and possibly begin 
construction. We recommend the appropriation of whatever funds can be used 
for Holley Dam and shall advise the committee as soon as more data is available. 


WILLAMETTE RIVER BANK PROTECTION 


This is a continuing project which is more than 50 percent complete. Local 
participation is substantial. In view of the continuing threat of high water 
on the Willamette and some tributaries, it is recommended that at least $300,000 
be appropriated for continued work on this project. I am asking the Corps of 
Engineers to ascertain whether additional funds are needed and will advise the 
committee further on the requirements for this project. 


AMAZON CREEK 


This project is for flood control of Amazon Creek in the city of Eugene. Last 
year Congress appropriated funds to complete planning of the project as amended 
in 1954. 

The immediate need for the $100,000 in construction funds proposed can best 
be judged from a letter from the Eugene city manager, who recently wrote 
to me: 

“Throughout the winter, the city of Eugene has experienced several severe 
storms which caused the Amazon Creek to overflow its banks, flood the streets, 
and cause considerable damage. For the 8-day period, December 18, 1955, to 
December 26, 1955, the storms that occurred, according to record, had no parallel. 
For the 24-hour period 6 p. m., December 20, 1955, to 6 p. m., December 21, 1955, 
the average rainfall was 4.87 inches, which is greater than any on record at 
the weather station for this area. The greater portion of this rain fell within 
the first 18 hours, causing the Amazon Creek to overflow its banks more so 
than any other time with widespread flooding of our streets. 

* > + © * * » 

“The flooded area encompassed a large segment of our residential district, 
including the new $4-million high school. This flooding of our streets, coupled 
with the ground saturation, allowed storm water to enter our sanitary sewers, 
causing them to overflow and back up into homes through toilet facilities, thus 
creating an unsanitary and unhealthy condition. Also, the floodwaters entered 
basements and, in a few cases, ground floors of dwellings became inundated. 

+ » ™ * a a + 
he city has set aside the funds which they are expected to furnish: also, 
they will secure all necessary rights-of-way and whatever else is required by 
Federal law.” 

As a resident of the Eugene area I can testify from personal knowledge to the 
need for control of Amazon Creek. 
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JOHNSON CREEK—CON STRUCTION 


This channel improvement and bank protection work is of great importance 
to the Portland area and the town of Gresham particularly. 

In view of the frequency of floods on Johnson Creek, it is requested that $150,- 
000 be appropriated for this work. Representative Green’s testimony presents 
the data on this project in greater detail. 


CONSTRUCTION——-COLU MBIA RIVER, THE DALLES AND M’NARY DAMS 


These are major projects of vital importance to power generation, flood con- 
trol and navigation along the Columbia River. 

The $50 million and $6 million requested for these projects are superbly sound 
investments that will pay for themselves directly and indirectly many times 
over. 

I would emphasize several things in connection with these projects which are 
pertinent to other projects in the area. 

First, their expected cost has been substantially reduced. This is contrary to 
the general allegation that costs always increase after a multipurpose project is 
authorized or put under construction. Recent dam-building experience has 
pointed the way to greater benefits at lower costs. The $31 million saved on the 
expected costs of these projects is heartening for future construction of 
major dams. 

Two, these projects are approaching completion. Their appropriation needs 
have declined greatly. So, for instance, last year $11 million was appropriated 
for McNary, as compared with the $6 million needed this year. The picture is 
even more impressive at The Dalles, for which $63,500,000 was appropriated last 
year as compared with $50 million required this year. 

This means that the general level of appropriations for fiscal 1957 would not 
be increased for Pacific Northwest power, flood control, navigation, and irriga- 
tion by undertaking the new projects Senator Neuberger, Representative Green, 
and I recommend and the more adequate appropriations we request for budgeted 
projects. 

These facts also show that the construction pipeline is in the process of 
becoming empty. Fortunately the 84th Congress has prevented this from hap- 
pening by providing vital starts on construction and planning at Hills Creek, 
Cougar, Ice Harbor, Green Peter, and John Day. Important projects cannot be 
readied overnight and it is vital that progress continue without interruption. 


ICE HARBOR—CONSTRUCTION 


Again this year we join with the Senators from Washington in advocating 
eonstruction funds for Ice Harbor Dam, which is necessary for power and 
navigation. 

COLUMBIA RIVER AT THE MOUTH 


Funds for deepening the channel at the mouth to the authorized depth were 
first provided last year despite the fact that the President made no request for 
this purpose. 

I urge that $1,300,000 be appropriated to carry this phase of the program for- 
ward. The channel deepening is badly needed to provide safe passage to ocean- 
going vessels which carry trade to and from Astoria and Portland. This work 
will also aid commerce with ports above Portland on the Columbia and Snake 
Rivers. 

This project and others covered in my testimony are required for the long and 
short term economic needs of the region. Oregon continues to suffer from serious 
unemployment with depressing effects upon the whole economy. Immediate 
stimulation is needed and the long-range benefits will provide a more stable and 
balanced economy for Oregon and Washington, and will thereby assist other 
parts of the Nation. 

These projects are also of importance to defense especially in providing badly 
needed low-cost power and navigation. 


LOWER COLUMBIA FISH SANCTUARY PROGRAM 


Preservation of fish resources of the Columbia Basin is vital to the local 
economy and national defense. This program, to be carried on by transfer of 
funds to the Fish and Wildlife Service, is important to balanced use of the riches 
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of the Columbia Basin. Work of this kind should not be delayed because fish 
resources are being depleted. The sooner an effective program is devised and put 
into operation the more successful and economical it will be. 


COOS BAY (CHARLESTON HARBOR AND CHANNEL) 


Last year Congress appropriated $236,000 for the purpose of initiating con- 
struction work on this harbor and shore-erosion project which is located in one 
of Oregon’s outstanding port areas, 

Originally the total cost of the project was estimated at $696,000, but the latest 
revised estimates reduced that figure to $675,000. The amount required to com- 
plete this project is $439,000, which was requested in this year’s budget. I urge 
the appropriation of that amount. 


TILLAMOOK BAY AND BAR, CONSTRUCTION 


Congress approved this project in 1954 and authorized the expenditure of $1,- 
500,000 with which to fill in a break in the Bayocean Peninsula. Completion 
of this project will restore Tillamook Harbor to the status of an important 
waterway for the shipping, logging and sawmill products and for the carrying 
on of fishing activities. 

During fiscal 1956 $200,000 was appropriated for final planning and the begin- 
ning of construction. The sum of $1,300,000, as requested in the budget, will 
enable the Corps of Engineers to complete the project. I urge the appropriation 
of this amount, because the worth of the project has been convincingly demon- 
strated. 

WARRENTON (SKIPANON CHANNEL) BOAT BASIN, CONSTRUCTION 


This project was authorized in 1948, but like many others throughout the Na- 
tion, was held in abeyance upon the outbreak of the Korean war. Its merit 
was recognized by the Corps of Engineers and Congress, but the lack of funds 
caused postponement of construction work. 

The small boat basin portion of the Skipanon channel project is of significance 
to the economy of the Columbia River coastal area. An appropriation of $185,000 
would assure completeion of this basin, and would constitute a source of em- 
ployment in an area that is greatly in need of additional employment stimulus. 


CHETCO RIVER AND HARBOR, CONSTRUCTION 


This project was authorized under the 1945 River and Harbor Act, as a 
$600,000 project designed to stabilize the river channel at its mouth, and to 
authorize dredging and the construction of jetties. 

The project was found to be justified economically. Based upon experience 
with respect to similar projects, I urge that the committee recommend $200,000 
to initiate construction on this project. 


ARMY CIVIL FUNCTIONS—ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN, PLANNING 


An orderly program requires that projects be readied for construction. There 
are several key projects which are needed at the earliest possible moment. It 
it therefore urged that their planning be pressed to completion. 


JOHN DAY DAM, PLANNING 


It is impossible to overemphasize the urgency of readying John Day Dam for 
construction. When it comes on the line, it will be a major power producer 
contributing 1,100,000 kilowatts of initial installed capacity—the equivalent of 
approximately 2% Bonneville Dams. With adequate upstream storage its 
storage capacity can be increased to 1,500,000 kilowatts. 

The Pacific Northwest faces a power shortage in the 1960’s that must be pre- 
vented. John Day Dam will take more than 5 years to build. Clearly, if it is to 
be ready in time to help prevent the predicted shortage, there can be no delay in 
readying the project for construction. 

John Day preconstruction planning can be completed this coming year for 
$1,450,000. This is a matter of the gravest urgency to the Pacific Northwest. 

It is therefore perplexing that the President has requested only $500,000 for this 
purpose, only one-third of the amount required. To delay completion of plan- 
ning in this manner would be a blow to the economy and defense potential of 
the region and the Nation. 
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In view of the great need and support for this project, I urge that the corps 
be given the $1,450,000 it has advised me it can use to get this propect ready 
for construction in the year beginning July 1, 1957. 


PENDLETON, OREG., FLOOD CONTROL, ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 


This project provides an extension in scope and capacity of the existing channel 
and levees at Pendleton, Oreg. 

Ilood protection greater than that now afforded, and substantially in excess 
of floods of record on Umatilla River and small streams in the area would be 
provided by strengthening and reconstruction of existing levees and channel 
excavation. Protective works would also be constructed in the Riverside and 
State Hospital areas. 

This project would eliminate 97 percent of flood damages presently suffered. 
It would also eliminate the threat of loss of life and would permit expansion 
of important food-producing activities. The proposed project would protect 
properties lying within the flood plain having a total valuation of about $20 
million. Completion of the work would also eliminate the fear of floods and 
consequently enhance the value of existing improvements. 

The project was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1950. The estimated 
eost of construction is $675,000. A cash contribution of $16,000 is to be made 
by local interests, and they would also contribute rights-of-way, make utility 
relocations, and reconstruct necessary irrigation diversions. There has been 
appropriated $15,000 for planning purposes. 

I recommend to the committee the appropriation of $45,000 for advance engi- 
neering and design on this project. 


GREEN PETER DAM-WHITE BRIDGE, PLANNING 


Green Peter is a key flood-control project for the Willamette River Basin. 
Its history parallels that of Cougar. It is a substitute for an earlier flood- 
control project and was authorized several years ago for flood control only. 

In 1954 Federal power facilities were authorized to be added to the Green 
Peter and White Bridge project (the latter, a small reregulating dam newly 
authorized). 

It would provide about 300,000 acre-feet of storage on the South Santiam 
River (near Sweet Home, Oreg.), another major tributary of the Willamette. 

Installed power capacity of 81,000 kilowatts is projected for Green Peter- 
White Bri'lge. 

This important project has an estimated total cost of $58,400,000, which 
represents an expected reduction of $3,600,000 since last year’s estimate by the 
Corps. 

Last year Congress provided the first planning funds. An appropriation of 
$735,000 would enable the Corps to complete preconstruction planning this com- 
ing fiscal year, I am advised. This means that in the fiscal year beginning July 
1, 1957, construction could be begun. 

Unfortunately, the President has requested only $100,000 for this purpose, 
which would mean years of delay. This inadequate request is in strange con- 
trast to Administration emphasis upon the importance of the Green Peter-White 
sridge project. 

The recurrent floods that Green Peter storage woul) help control will not 
wait. Under the best schedule, construction will take 4 years. Delay means 
greater and continued flood and erosion losses. Delay is pennywise and pound 
foolish. 


COLUMBIA CITANNEL VANCOUVER TO THE DALLES, PLANNING 


This project has been authorized for many years. Each year’s delay means 
that the eventual cost of deepening the channel to 27 feet will increase. 

Commerce on the Columbia River is important. The new Harvey aluminum 
plant at The Dalles will require oceangoing vessels for transportation of mate- 
rials. It is highly desirable to have the channel ready when the plant gets 
into operation in a few years. 

This channel would mean expanded commerce for the whole basin. Therefore, 
we recommend $12,000 with which the project’s planning can be completed. 
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ARMY CIVIL FUNCTIONS, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


pose, navigation and flood control projects. 
These consist of the following: 


Maintenance funds totaling $7,722,000 are required for completed multipur- 


Operation and maintenance: 
Columbia River between Vancouver, Wash., and The Dalles, Oreg. 
Columbia River at the mouth 
Columbia and lower Willamette River below Portland, Oreg., and Vancouver, 
Wash. 
Willamette River above Portland and Yamhill River 
The Dalles-Celilo Canal 
Willamette River at Willamette Falls 
Cottage Grove Reservoir 
Dorena Reservoir 
Fern Ridge Reservoir 
Willamette River bank protection 
Bonneville Dam 
The Dalles Dam 
Detroit Reservoir 
Lookout Point Reservoir 
McNary Dam 
Coos Bay 
Coquille River 
Umpqua River 
Yaquina Bay and Harbor 


I believe that the committee is familiar with these projects because of past 
appropriations for construction and maintenance. 

articular attention is called to the need for continued maintenance work for 
navigation at Yaquina Bay and Harbor ($380,000), Umpqua River ($130,000), 
Coquille River ($40,000), and Coos Bay ($1,200,000). 

These are vital to commerce. Postponement of such work is uneconomic 
because of the adverse effects upon the communities involved and the general 
increase in costs when harbor and channel maintenance is neglected. 


MALHEUR IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT, SNAKE RIVER, OREG., FLOOD CONTROL, CONSTRUCTION 


This is a local flood-control project conditionally authorized by the Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1950, subject to an overall limitation of $15 million for projects of 
this type in the entire Columbia River Basin. 

The project would be located on the bank of the Snake River opposite Weiser, 
Idaho. The project would provide protection against flood damage to an irri- 
gated area of about 500 acres and an arterial highway. Sixty to seventy farm 
units on which 45 families reside are in the area subject to damage. It com- 
prises developed irrigated lands, farm homes, roads, irrigation works, and utili- 
ties, constructed over the past 30 or 40 years at an investment of about $1,000 
per acre. A flood-protection project here authorized in 1944 was never built. 

The severe flood of April 1952 caused considerable damage, and by enlarging 
the area of attack has greatly increased the future flood hazard. Continued 
erosion of the high bank creates possibility of a breakthrough which would 
extensively damage the irrigated lands, might cause loss of life, and would 
isolate the pumping plant and other facilities serving the irrigation operations of 
the District. In addition, an arterial highway would be severed requiring long 
rerouting of traffic and damage to the roadway. 

The estimated cost is now about $55,000, and the annual benefits that would be 
realized from the project are about $3,000. The benefit-cost ratio is about 2 to 1. 

The need for this work is urgent. I ask the committee to give favorable con- 
sideration to the request for $55,000 on this item. 


UMPQUA RIVER, SCHOLFIELD RIVER AT REEDSPORT, OREG. 


This project was authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1954 as a navi- 
gation project. 

Provides for a channel in Scholfield River, 12 feet deep and generally 100 feet 
wide, from its confluence with the Umpqua River to a point 0.5 miles below the 
first railroad bridge, a distance of 2 miles, widened at the entrance. 
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The present estimated Federal cost is $54,000. Local interests would con- 
tribute $10,000 toward the cost of the new work, and furnish rights-of-way and 
suitable spoil-disposal areas. 

Benefits are estimated at $15,000 and are comprised of savings in elimination 
of time lost in tying up 175,000 tons of logs awaiting high tide and elimination 
of extra handling costs on 20,000 tons of outgoing lumber. The benefit-cost ratio 
is about 1.75 to 1. 

I recommend the appropriation of $54,000 for this item. 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, CONSTRUCTION 


Talent division, Rogue River project, construction funds 


The Talent project was authorized in August 1954. It involves rehabilitation 
work on the Talent irrigation district for flood control, irrigation, and electric 
power generation. The total cost of the project is estimated at $19,200,000, a 
reduction of $1,300,855 over last year’s estimate. 

$150,000 was appropriated for planning on this project during fiscal 1956. 
This planning has reached an advanced stage, and I have been advised by the 
Bureau of Reclamation that $3 million could be used for construction during 
fiscal 1957. The project is extremely important to an area of my State that has 
been ravaged by floods, and its irrigation economic benefits are substantial. 

For the foregoing reasons I urge that $3 million be appropriated for construc- 
tion, rather than the lower sum of $2,400,000 recommended in the President's 
budget. 


Haystack Reservoir, Deschutes project, north unit 

On August 10, 1954, the Haystack equalizing reservoir was authorized as part 
of the north unit of the Deschutes irrigation project. 

This reservoir would store off-peak flows from the Wickings Reservoir, and 
would provide a source of water for irrigation of about 50,000 acres of fertile land. 

Congress appropriated $274,000 for initiation of construction on this dam for 
fiscal 1956. I recommend the appropriation of $1,035,000 for the project for 
fiscal 1957. 

CONCLUSION 


Last year Congress foresightedly provided funds for many projects in the 
Pacific Northwest and elsewhere in the country not included in the President’s 
budget. Those actions showed wisdom and understanding of the flood control, 
power, navigation, irrigation, and recreation needs of the country. We must 
go forward in the same affirmative fashion. If we do otherwise, the cost in 
damage, human suffering, and economic stagnation will be many times greater 
than the sound investments we are making in America’s future. 
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FLOOD-CONTROL SURVEYS 


Senator Morse. I was advised that because of your schedule, you 
wanted me to limit myself to 5 minutes, 

I think I can give you, within that time, a thumbnail sketch of the 
objectives of this report. 

As I pointed out at the outset, I wish to express my sincere appre 
ciation for what the committee did for our State last year. I want 
to emphasize the flood-control projects this year over and above every- 
thing else, particularly flood-control surveys. I say at the bottom of 
page 1: 

There have been authorizations for many flood-control surveys outstanding 
for several years. I have urged funds for those surveys repeatedly so that a start 
could be made in determining what work can and should be done to prevent or 
minimize floods on many rivers in Oregon which chronically flood farmlands 
and communities. 

I just cannot stress too strongly how hard we were hit in Oregon and 
California with these floods. The first thing we have to do is get 
the stream surveyed for the flood-control projects that the Army 
engineers feel would prevent a repetition of this damage. 

In order to do this, we have to get the allocations specified for partic- 
ular projects. We have the Klamath, the Rogue, the Coquille, the 
Umpqua, and the Yamhill Rivers and the Willamette and its tribu- 
taries including the McKenzie. We have a group of rivers that are a 
constant threat out there. We have the Calapooya up above Albany, 
und so on, Which I am recommending as a new start for flood control. 


GREEN PETER, COUGAR, HILLS CREEK, AND JOHN DAY 


Again, the Army engineers advise us it would be of great help 
in checking floods, so, in this mimeographed statement, ge ntlemen, | 
go from project to project setting forth our recommendations and 
reasons therefor in connection with the Green Peter and Cougar and 
Hills Creek and John Day. 

Again, I stress the importance of our proceeding as rapidly as 
possible with those projects not only because of power needs but be 
cause of flood-control needs. In my judgment, this program is eco 
nomically sound. I cannot emphasize it too much, and I could sit 
here and read the entire statement, and it would all add up to the 
same thing; namely, that Wayne Morse is urging that Congress ap 
propriate ‘the maximum amount possible for these projects both for 
power development and flood-control development. That is the 
sum and substance of my full statement, gentlemen. 

I ask unanimous consent to have my full statement incorporated 
in the record. 

Mr. Kirwan. The statement has been placed in the record, and we 
have been very happy to have you here with us this afternoon. 

Senator Morse. I want toe mphi size that this summary chart at the 
end of my statement is submitted in behalf of Senator Neuberger and 
Congresswoman Green and myself, and it is the essence of the whole 
thing. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. The next witness is Senator Neuberger. 


75294—56—pt. 1——_5 
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR RICHARD L. NEUBERGER 


Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I certainly appre- 
ciate not only the time you have given us now, but that which you 
were kind enough to give us last year, and the very effective way in 
which you recommended appropriations for our State and region. 

I am not going to repeat anything Senator Morse said, because 
I know your time is limited. I would certainly second everything 
he said about floods. I visited some of the flood areas in Oregon, and 
the human suffering there in terms of material loss and the people 
who were injured or swept away is beyond description. There are 
some things I would like to point out to you, Mr. Chairman, which 
I think might interest you and Congressman Jensen. 

The recent report of the President’s Water Resources Policy Com- 
mittee suggested : “identifiable beneficiaries should pay an appropriate 
share of the cost of projects.” 

- I have had some letters which have come to me from people who 
were hit by these floods. Those people, much less than being able 
to pay a share of the cost of projects can barely live. 

I would like to read you a short, unsolicited letter which I received 
just last February 28. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I am enclosing an itemized list of our flood losses 
in the December flood. We have a little 6-acre place near Rogue River, Oreg. 
where we have lived for many years. 

My husband is a partially retired carpenter and I am a 50-year-old school 
teacher; We have 2 daughters in high school who want to attend college. You 
can imagine what this has done to us. 

We have had high water three times since Christmas and storm warnings are 
out again. You know the mountains are full of snow; 174 inches at Crater 
Lake last week; the snowline nearly reaches the valley floor at present. 

Government workers in Reclamation and engineers have said the Lewis 
Creek Dam would have held the water to a 7-foot rise. (We are 25 feet above 
the river and had nearly 6 feet of water in our house. The water broke the 
windows and swept nearly everything in the house out into the river. My 
husband nearly drowned trying to free the cattle from the barn which was 
swept away. One of them dragged him to higher ground.) 

Peop'e all over the valley are fearful of what still may happen, and we 
hope that you may be able to help us. 

Sincerely, 
JEAN M, WIcKs. 

Then she details flood losses. 


Gone.—$2,500, shop on foundation (full of power and hand tools, building sup 
plies, doors, windows, hard board, etc.) ; $1,500, barn on foundation, also feed 
$200 ; $250, chickenhouse with 30 hens; $150, small buildings—brooders, smoke- 
house, ete. ; $150, 15 cords of firewood. (Last week flood took out 5 more cords) ; 
$35, trailer ; $12, garden hose and tools; $80, ornaments, jewelry, small furniture : 
$210, davenport and chair set ; $200, antique chest full of linen; $80, dinette set ; 
$60, chairs; $80, dishes and silver; $200, mattresses, box springs (ruined) ; $80, 
pillows, bedding; $150, food, medicine (canned, packaged, and preserved food) ; 
$18, 6 green stamp books filled; $40, 2 cabinets; $100, music—violin, piano, and 
orchestra ; $600, books—education, literature, arfd new encyclopedia ; $250, piano ; 
$100, radio-record player and records; $15, small radio; $60, curtains, drapes, 
shades ; $150, desk and chair set ; $30, lamps and shades ; $200, antique table ; $200 
oil and water paintings. 

Damaged.—$25, fences ; $250, road and soil damage; $50, fruit trees ; $30, irri- 
gation pipes; $100, trees along river and retaining wall; $60, silt under floors: 
$800, floors to be replaced—(inlaid linoleum, plywood, etc.) ; $142, windows and 





doors; $425, damage in large bedroom; $200, damage in second bedroom; $60, 
damage in third bedroom. 
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Now, I ask you how this family, Mr. Chairman, could be “identifia- 
ble beneficiaries who should pay an appropriate share of the cost of 
ree ” They would be identifi: rble benstie ‘iaries in the Rogue River 
project, if it is built. That family is virtually destitute to build up 
what they have lost. 

I am going to submit these records from Mrs. Wicks, and others. 1 
just want to point out one thing in conclusion. 

I do hope your committee will consider ver y seriously, as I am sure 
it will, the need for providing the full amount of money that can be 
used by the Army engineers, Mr. Chairman, for planning on the John 
Day Dam. 

The administration has held out a plum of $10 million as a supple- 
mental appropriation if John Day, Green Peter, and Bruce’s Ed dy 
Dams are authorized as partnerships. In other words, the adminis- 
tration says $10 million, if the very valuable power facilities at these 
dams are turned over to private power companies. I submit, Mr. 
Chairman, if there is $10 million available for that, there certainly 
should be $900,000 additional available to complete the planning on 
the John Day Federal project. It is, of course, presently authorized 
as a Federal project, passed by Congress and signed by the President. 

In conclusion, | want to say I am ‘opposed to the Bruce’s E ddy Dam 
which is recommended in the administration budget, because this dam 
would be a step in blockading migratory fish w hich use Idaho’s Clear 
water River as a spawning ground, and would invade the winter feed 
ing ground of one of America’s largest remaining elk herds. 

I will submit my whole statement for the record, and with your per 
mission, Mr. Chairman, I should like to renew my thanks to you and 
other members of the committee for the time and consideration you 
are giving to our needs in the State of Oregon. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, OF OREGON, ON FISCAL 1957 APPRO- 
PRIATIONS FOR ARMY CIVIL FUNCTIONS AND RECLAMATION PROJECTS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I wish to thank the members of 
the committee for an opportunity to appear at this time to discuss the urgent need 
of appropriations for public works projects in Oregon. The hearings which you 
are holding now are especially timely because the State of Oregon, figuratively 
speaking, is in midstream in development of its water resource projects, and the 
water is getting deeper and the current swifter. 

In reality, this description of the problem which besets the people of Oregon 
is an apt one. Sections of the State have been stricken by floods three times in 
the last few months and streamflow forecasts for the snow-melt season ahead in- 
dicate a peak in the neighborhood of the worst floods to hit the Columbia River 
Basin. At the same time, policymakers in the Federal departments supervising 
water resources and flood prevention offer the people of our State a kind of do 
it-yourself plan and attempt to hamstring with a so-called partnership scheme the 
Federal river-development program which has proved its benefits. 

The urgent need for additional flood prevention facilities in Oregon is illus 
trated by basic engineering facts and confirmed by the hundreds of letters on 
this subject which have been received in my office since the first flood of the season 
struck in Demember. According to a report of the United States Geological 
Survey, the December 1955 floods in Oregon established peak discharges of new 
historic magnitude on 8 of 12 rivers in southern Oregon, and the flow on the other 
4 approached historic highs. On one of these streams, the Rogue River at Grants 
Pass, the peak discharge was measured at 120,000 cubic feet per second compared 
toa previous high of 77,000 cubic feet per second. 

The Corps of Engineers reported on January 27, that major floods occurred in 
Willamette, Rogue, Coquille, and Umpqua River "Basins, and on several minor 
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coastal streams. The Oregon Civil Defense Agency, in a consolidated flood and 
storm report for December 1955 and January 1956 reported flood damage in 17 
counties and the city of Portland, designated as disaster areas by Presidential 
proclamation, aggregated $7,105,611. In the disaster areas 14 persons were killed, 
12 injured, and 1,984 were evacuated. The State of Oregon highway system suf- 
fered an estimated $685,000 damage to Federal aid supported highways. 

I do not wish to burden the committee with a full recital of the damage 
inflicted by the recent floods in western Oregon. However, I would like to have 
included in the record with my testimony the consolidated report of the Oregon 
Civil Defense Agency which details the damage to public and private property. 

Too often, I think, cold statistics of flood damage fail to reflect the impact of 
floods and the threat of floods on individuals. I would like to read to the com- 
mittee one letter from the many I have received, because it illustrates so 
poignantly the problems created by flood damage. The letter follows: 


“ROGUE RIVER, OreG., February 28, 1956. 
“Hon. RicHArp L, NEUBERGER, 
Washington, D. C. 

‘DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I am inclosing an itemized list of our flood losses 
in the December flood. We have a little 6-acre place near Rogue River, Oreg., 
where we have lived for many years. 

“My husband is a partially retired carpenter and I am a 50-year-old school 
teacher. We have two daughters in high school who want to attend college. 
You can imagine what this has done to us. 

“We have had high water three times since Christmas and storm warnings 
are out again. You know the mountains are full of snow. One hundred and 
seventy-four inches at Crater Lake last week; the snow line nearly reaches the 
valley floor at present. 

“Government workers in Reclamation and engineers have said the Lewis 
Creek dam would have held the water to a 7-foot rise. (We are 25 feet above 
the river and had nearly 6 feet of water in our house. The water broke the 
windows and swept nearly everything in the house out into the river. My 
husband nearly drowned trying to free the cattle from the barn which was 
swept away. One of them dragged him to higher ground.) 

“People all over the valley are fearful of what still may happen and we hope 
that you may be able to help us. 

“Sincerely, 

“JEAN M. WICKS.” 


“FLOOD LOSSES, HERMAN N. WICKS, ROGUE RIVER, OREG. 


“Gone.— $2,500, shop on foundation (full of power and hand tools, building 
supplies, doors, windows, hard board, ete.) ; $1,500, barn on foundation, also 
feed $200; $250, chicken house with 30 hens; $150, small buildings—brooders, 
smokehouse, ete. ; $150, 15 cords of firewood. (Last week flood took out 5 more 
cords) ; $35, trailer ; $12, garden hose and tools; $80, ornaments, jewelry, small 
furniture ; $210, davenport and chair set; $200, antique chest full of linen; $80, 
dinette set; $60, chairs; $80, dishes and silver; $200, mattresses, box springs 
(ruined) ; $80, pillows, bedding; $150, food, medicine (canned, packaged and 
preserved food) ; $18, 6 green stamp books filled; $40, 2 cabinets: $100, music— 
violin, piano and orchestra; $600, books—education, literature and new ency- 
clopedia ; $250, piano; $100, radio-record player and records; $15, small radio; 
$60, curtains, drapes, shades; $150, desk and chair set; $30, lamps and shades; 
$200, antique table ; $200, oil and water-color paintings. 

“Damaged.—$25, fences; $250, road and soil damage; $50, fruit trees; $30, 
irrigation pipes ; $100, trees along river and retaining wall ; $60, silt under floors; 
$800, floors to be replaced (inlaid linoleum, plywood, ete.) ; $142, windows and 
doors ; $425, damage in large bedroom; $200, damage in second bedroom; $60, 
damage in third bedroom.” 

Mrs. Wicks’ letter makes it obvious what the Rouge River flood has cost this 
one family in loss. Yet, the water resources policy recently unveiled by Secre- 
taries McKay, Benson, and Wilson hold that: “Identifiable beneficiaries should 
pay an appropriate share of the cost of projects. The committee believes that 
in most instances direct identifiable beneficiaries should pay a larger share of the 
cost for benefits received than they now do.” It is doubtful that much flood 
control would be achieved if it depended for financing on identifiable beneficiaries 
such as the Wicks family, who were taken through the financial wringer by the 
flood crest. 





ae aie ata ocaan Pracides Aes nhtltia: 


a ii rent 


sis aC SSRIS ae 


(a! olan tens 


67 


I would like to point out to members of the committee that aside from a few 
minor levees and some bank protection works, the Corps of Engineers had no 
constructed flood-control works on the flood-ravaged streams other than in the 
Willamette River Basin. Moreover, reports authorized for Rogue, Umpqua, 
and Coquille Rivers have not been completed because of lack of funds. In addi- 
tion, the Corps of Engineers has not yet completed its report based on surveys 
of the damaged areas. Because of the lack of precise information, we are 
hampered in appearing before this committee. The urgency of the situation re- 
quires that construction of flood-control projects in these basins should be under- 
taken immediately. However, since the needed programs for flood control have 
not yet been spelled out, we must first urge that an adequate amount be allocated 
to the Corps of Engineers to complete the river basin reports on the afflicted 
area. I suggest that the committee seek an estimate from the engineers on 
the amounts needed, and that funds be earmarked specifically for completion of 
reports on the river basins which, although now requiring flood-control facilities, 
are presently without reports on the engineering facts involved. I urge the 
committee to appropriate a minimum of $250,000 for this purpose. 

I have also been informed by Mr. Ivan E. Oakes, executive secretary of the 
Willamette Basin Project Committee, the recent floods seriously damaged 
federally financed units already constructed. In a letter dated January 12, Mr. 
Oakes said: “Those residents along the tributaries who have agreed to main- 
tain their bank protection projects have been looking over the damage and as 
far as they have gone they have found that practically every bank protection 
project has been damaged to an extent where it is no longer a problem of main- 
tenance but is a problem of major repair. We urgently request that emergency 
funds be allocated to the Corps of Engineers to repair all bank protection projects 
in the valley.” 

As I mentioned previously, the engineers have not yet made the report on 
damage of already constructed facilities. I urge the committee to provide 
sufficient funds for restoration of these damaged works when the Corps of 
Enginers reports on its requirements. 

The inadequacy of administration budget requests for Oregon water resources 
development projects is illustrated in the chart which I have joined with the 
senior Senator from Oregon, Mr. Morse, and Congresswoman Edith Green in pre- 
senting to the committee. I am especially concerned with the administration’s 
failure to provide sufficient funds to complete the planning of the authorized 
John Day and Green Peter multipurpose projects. I urge the committee to 
allocate the full amount usable by the engineers during fiscal 1957 to advance the 
construction of these vitally needed units in the Federal system. 

The administration budget requests make it plain that the only new dams the 
present regime wants for the Columbia Basin are those which either do damage 
to wildlife or provide profitable generators for the private utilities. A $10 mil- 
lion supplemental appropriation has been requested by the administration for 
start of John Day, Green Peter, and Bruces Eddy Dams as partnership projects. 
I deem this an unprincipled and indefensible attempt to force the people of the 
Pacific Northwest into a shotgun marriage with private power companies. 

The administration dangles a multimillion dollar plum for submitting to the 
partnership scheme, but closes off the appropriations faucet for construction of 
these dams as wholly Federal projects. In effect, the administration says there 
is $10 million in the Treasury for these dams if the power goes to private utilities, 
but only $600,000 for them as Federal projects. The regular budget had only 
$100,000 for the further planning of the Green Peter project, $500,000 for John 
Day, and nothing for Bruces Eddy. I agree that lack of funds for Bruces Eddy 
Was a proper action, because I, too, am opposed to this project. It would be a 
step in blockading migratory fish which use Idaho’s Clearwater River as a 
spawning ground, and would invade the winter feeding ground of one of America’s 
largest remaining elk herds. This administration’s disregard for wildlife values 
and for established congressional procedures is illuminated by its support of the 
Bruces Eddy project, a dam adverse to conservation and even lacking congres- 
sional authorization. 

Inasmuch as the administration has proposed expenditure of $10 million for 
partnership dams in the Pacific Northwest, I urge the committee to allocate this 
amount toward construction starts of fully Federal dams at John Day and Green 
Peter sites. We must reject the unprincipled and indefensible theory that there 
is money in the Treasury for needed multipurpose development only if the private 
power companies can have the profitable power facilities. 
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I would like to call the attention of the committee to the chart which sum- 
marizes our recommendations for appropriations for Army civil functions and 
Bureau of Reclamation projects affecting the State of Oregon. The amounts 
-Which are being recommended by Senator Morse, Congresswoman Green, and 
myself constitute a minimum program for carrying forward the economic growth 
of our State through sound development of our resources. Some of the projects 
represent huge multipurpose functions, but, others such as the Skipanon Channel 
Boat Basin, are relatively small from the standpoint of expenditure funds. How- 
ever, they are all vital units in a program which has a comprehensive objective— 
improvement of Oregon waterways to provide the greatest benefit to the largest 
number of persons. 


OREGON STATE CIVIL DEFENSE AGENCY 
Salem, Oreg., February 20, 1956 
CONSOLIDATED FLOOD AND SvorRM Report FOR DeceMBbER 1955 AND JANUARY 1056 


This report is a consolidation of flood and storm damage reports received from 
cities and counties included in the disaster area by Presidential proclamation of 
December 29, 1955. The counties with totals are as follows: 


Disaster countics 








RRND oho tn oo ko 6305:000; 001 Liancein. «oc. eo eke 80, 050. 00 
Clackamas... ......... Or. es een kn bee eee 64, 695. 00 
RNR Shes) 2 106; 000.00) Marion. 22. eos cece 44, 990. 00 
bo | : 204, 100. 00 | Multnomah________~ iui 185, 000. 00 
I sie ‘onal RRR AS eee th A oe eo le, 857, 650. 05 
tg ae te gs aD O00. 00) Pertiand. .. 2.2... 2. 476. 568. 00 
NE id i tie 444, 186. 50 | Washington_________---- 563, 255. 00 
NN a eo 934, 270. 00 ——— ‘sr 
Josephine «25. a 781, 765. 00 Grand total______. 7, 057, 211. 19 
SG tS le es er 290, 500. 00 


An estimated damage, just reported, of $48,400 to roads in Yamhill County is 
not included in the above totals. 

Mr. Jensen. I note that you have a chart showing the amount of 
the budget as allowed for each of these projects in your area. ‘Then 
you have a column showing in the amount usable in fiscal 1956. Then 
you have some amounts set out here which you, Senator Neuberger, 
Senator Morse, and Mrs. Green are recommending. For instance, on 
one dam you are recommending $950,000 more than the amount in the 
budget. 

On what basis do you make that recommendation? Is that on the 
recommendation by the Army engineers that they could spend that 
much ? 

Senator Neuvsercer. It is from the Army engineers, and they have 
indicated that when the project is in its present stage, that that is the 
amount of money that they could use if they had the maximum amount 
possible to be spent in the existing development of that particular 
project—Cougar Dam—of the other dams. 

Mr. JENSEN. In each instance of these amounts that you have recom- 
mended over and above the budget estimate, and there are several of 
them, do the Army engineers say they could use the amount judiciously 
in addition to the budget request ? 

Senator Neusercer. These are not arbitrary sums. These are sums 
that the Army engineers indicated they could use over and above the 
budget request. 

Mr. JENsEN. In each instance / 

Senator Neupercer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you for appearing before us. The next wit- 
ness will be Congresswoman Green. 
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STATEMENT OF HON, EDITH GREEN 


Mrs. Green. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity also to 
appear before this committee, and I join Senators Morse and Neu- 
berger in asking for increased appropriations for some of the projects 
in Oregon which are important not only to my State but also to the 
Pacific Northwest. 

I think you did an excellent job last year in increasing the appro- 
priations for our area. It certainly meant a great deal to the economy 
out there. 

I have a statement, Mr. Chairman, to submit. I will not read it, 
but I should like to ask that it be incorporated in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


SPATEMENT OF CONGRESSWOMAN EbItTH GREEN (DEMOCRAT, OREGON) BEFORE THE 
PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMI?YTEF OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 


Thank you for the opportunity to testify before this committee today. I would 
like to file a detailed statement on Oregon projects with you and confine my 
remarks now to a limited number of appropriations of particular importance 
to my district. Senator Morse and Senator Neuberger, I believe, will discuss 
some of the other projects in more detail. 

Oregon's water resources are, to un exceptional degree, the lifeblood of our 
State. We are proud of the tremendous growth of the Northwest in recent 
years, and we have great confidence in our future. But we recognize that our 
future depends very heavily on how well and wisely we develop our water 
resources. The future of our Columbia River ports depends on improvements 
now in progress on the shipping channel. Our industrial growth depends on 
udequate power—it is estimated that by 1965 our power needs will be almost 
double last year’s peak capacity. And, of course, this winter’s floods were an- 
other grim reminder of the high costs of inadequate flood control, with pre- 
liminary reports of damage in Oregon, from the Army engineers, running to 
$14 million. I know some of the members of this committee have had similar 
experiences in their own States. 

Last year, thanks to the understanding of our problems by Members of Con- 
gress, we made some real progress. Some of our most urgent projects that had 
heen neglected in previous years got some action. What we are asking this 
year is basically a continuance of that work, so we can proceed in an orderly 
and economical manner in trying to catch up with some of our greatest needs. 


WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN 


The Willamette Valley is a heavily populated area of western Oregon with rich 
farmland and growing industries; the Willamette River drains into the Columbia 
at Portland. For flood control and power development on the Willamette and 
its tributaries the Army engineers have a comprehensive plan, on which actual 
work is now about half completed. Even in this partial state, tentative reports 
from the engineers indicate that in the floods of last December alone, damage 
prevented by this program saved us $13.5 million—more than double the appro- 
priation we are asking for this work for next year. I think this is a convincing 
demonstration of the value and the economy of this program. 

There are five projects in the Wilamette Valley of particular importance this 
year: Green Peter, Cougar, Hills Creek, and Holley Dams, and the Willamette 
River bank-protection program. Preliminary estimates show flood damage of 
over $9 million this past year in this area alone. Over the course of time, yearly 
flood damage in the basin averages $12 million yearly. In addition, the power 
from these projects is urgently needed for the years ahead. 

For Cougar Dam, the President has asked $1,500,000 for construction. I urge 
that the amount be raised to the full $2,450,000 the engineers can economically 
use in the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1956. The delta between the Willamette 
and the McKenzie, which has inadequate protection until this project is com- 
pleted has a large residential population and many industries, with an assessed 
valuation of over $40 million. To delay construction would be pound foolish, 
in the light of potential fluod damage. 
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Green Peter Dam is needed to protect similar valuable delta land between the 
North and South Santiam Rivers. I urge that the budget figure be raised from 
$100,000 to $735,000 in order to complete planning on this project. Even on this 
schedule it will take 4 more years to complete construction on Green Peter and to 
get the flood control and the 81,000 kilowatts of power it will provide. 

Hills Creek Dam forms a unit with already completed projects on the middle 
fork of the Willamette. It will aid in flood control and provide 20,000 kilowatts 
of power. The Army engineers have indicated that $2,900,000 is needed this next 
year for construction; I am recommending an appropriation of this full amount, 
$900,000 more than the budget figure. 

Holley Dam is a straight flood-control project which, in total, will cost only 
$12,500,000. Planning is virtually completed and, when a final figure is ascer- 
tained, I urge an appropriation of the full amount usable by the Corps of 
Engineers in fiscal 1957 to get construction underway. 

Finally, I recommend that the budgetary request of $300,000 for riverbank 
protection work be taken as a minimum. This amount will hardly keep up 
with current damage, let alone improved protection. Residents along the 
Willamette’s tributaries this past winter have reported practically every bank- 
protection project in need of major repairs. 

sank protection is an integral part of the overall program. We are suffering 
extensive flooding of valuable land with consequent bank damage. To quote 
the district engineeer, “Riverbank protection is a badly needed part of the overall 
flood-protection program for Willamette River Basin.” This project, with 
$4,600,000 vet needed, is more than half complete. Unnecessary delay means 
that, with every lost year, more valuable topsoil is lost forever, more farmland 
ruined, and there is more flood cost to be written off as dead loss. It seems to 
me only sensible to let the Army engineers proceed with this work at the fullest 
rate they think possible. 

I would like to submit these photographs which give some indication of the 
extent of damage in the basin. Even in Portland, in bad flooding, low-lying 
streets and docks are inundated. To refer back to my earlier figures, I think 
this appropriation is, on the facts, an economy that we cannot afford to do without. 


MOUTH OF THE COLUMBIA 


Thanks to the foresight of this Congress, dredging at the mouth of the Colum- 
bia is scheduled to get underway this spring, to deepen the channel from 40 
to 48 feet at a total cost of $2,898,000. 

The fiscal 1957 budget contains $1,300,000 to further this channel dredging. 
I am informed this is an adequate minimum figure, but I most certainly would 
strongly oppose any attempt to reduce this budget request. Army engineers 
estimate that because of the present shallow channel, there is an annual loss of 
$882,800 due to storms, ship groundings, and waiting periods. The ratio of 
benefits to costs on this project over a 50-year average is conservatively esti- 
mated at 1.68 to 1. Total ocean commerce for Portland and other Columbia 
ports has been averaging over 9 million tons annually in recent years. This 
figure can be substantially increased when the project is completed. In an 
average year, more than 5,000 longshoremen work in the lower Columbia River 
area with a payroll of around $12 million. Completion of this work will mean 
that finally the Columbia River ports will have a first-class channel and will 
eliminate the bottleneck that presently restricts their tremendous potential 
for growth—for a greater volume of domestic and worldwide shipping and the 
expansion of industry and creation of new jobs that will follow it. 

An appropriation of $1,300,000 will bring this job nearer to completion. I 
hope the committee will give it their support. 


JOHN DAY DAM 


The President’s budget request of $500,000 for John Day for next year is a 
disappointment to our hopes. According to the Corps of Engineers, John Day 
planning could be completed next year for only $1,450,000 so that construction 
could begin in fiscal 1958. This is surely the least we can reasonably expect. 
I hope the Congress, by accepting the urgent recommendation of Senator Morse, 
Senator Neuberger, and myself, will keep this key unit in the Columbia Basin 
main control plan moving. 

This spring, again, the prospect is that runoff on the Columbia will reach 
a level that in the past has caused 5 of our 10 worst floods. We in Portland 
are the recipients of the floodwaters of the Columbia that will not be stored 
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at John Day; we remember vividly the Vanport disaster of 1948; and we are 
all well aware that storage capacity on the upper Columbia has been increased 
very little since then. I can’t urge too strongly a rapid completion of the 
John Day project. 

JOHNSON CREEK 


One more project of minor cost but major worth I would like to discuss is 
of great importance to the city of Portland. Johnson Creek drains a heavily 
built-up residential and commercial area in the southeastern portion of my city. 
very year we have recurrent flooding with extensive damage and dislocation 
to the homes and businesses of this area. 

Last year the President’s recommendation was $35,000 for planning on this 
project, which consists primarily of cutoffs in the two critical areas of flooding 
and some channel-improvement and debris-removal work. 

This year the President proposed $100,000 for construction. I discussed this 
with the engineers, who told me they actually need $150,000 to do the job 
effectively; it is my understanding the budget has subsequently been revised 
upward to that figure. Since the total cost of this project is only $519,000, 
I strongly urge that $150,000 be appropriated for this year, in order to get this 
badly needed protection as early as possible. This past year alone, Army engi- 
neer estimates indicate a preventable damage to homes and small business 
in this Johnson Creek area alone of at least $100,000. The sooner we can get 
this job done, the more real savings it will represent. The secretary of the 
Willamette Basin project committee recently wrote me that “the damage has 
been very heavy and anything that we can do to help those folks out should 
be done.” I am thoroughly in agreement and want to enter the most emphatic 
possible recommendation for this outlay which, small as it is, will do tremendous 
good. 


CONCLUSION 

I know that you, particularly those of you from States like California and 
the New England States, are getting mail on problems like these as heavy 
as my mail. These flood-control and development projects are the single biggest 
subject of my correspondence. Many thousands of people in my district and 
my State have had firsthand experience with these destructive floodwaters; 
they’ve got their feet wet right up to their necks. This spring, if the Columbia 
reaches its predicted flood crest, even more people will suffer. This just under- 
lines the extent to which, in the Northwest, water is the hero and the villain 
of our lives. We depend on your wisdom and understanding of our problems 
to help us make the most beneficial use of our water resources. 

Mrs. Green. Senator Neuberger told about one family that was 
wiped out due to the flood conditions. I think that situation could 
be duplicated by the thousands. 

I know the Congressmen from California and the New England 
States, have the same kind of mail coming to them. There are just 
hundreds of letters in regard to the flood conditions and what should 
he done about it. 

I would also like to submit for the record some pictures showing 
flood damage in the Willamette Valley 

Mr. Kirwan. The pictures cannot be placed in the record, but the 
committee would be glad to have them. 

Mrs. Green. I mean for your files, Mr. Chairman. 


JOHNSON CREEK FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECT 


[ would like to point out two things. My first comment is with 
respect to the Johnson Creek flood- control project in my district. If 
this project were brought along as it should be, the amount of damage 
that could be prevented would be about $100,000 a year. The loss has 
heen tremendous this year. That, of course, is also true in the Willa- 
mette River Basin. 
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I would also urge increased appropriation for the planning and con- 
struction of John Day Dam and the Green Peter and Cougar Dams 
which Senator Morse and Senator Neuberger have discussed. 

If I may, I should like to leave the statement for the record and 
leave the pictures for the files. 

That concludes my statement. 

Mr. Kirwan. We are happy to have you here. 

Mr. Jensen. During that terrible flood in Oregon and California 
last December, Drew Pearson wrote an article in which he said that I 
along with 1 or 2 other Members of Congress were responsible for 
those floods. No bigger lie could be told. I forget what kind of a liar 
Roosevelt said he was, but I do remember what kind of a guy President 
Truman said he was. Certainly, in this instance, he has really told 
a good one. He said that Congressman Jensen was responsible along 
with some other Congressman for the flood in Oregon. IT have sup- 
ported every flood-control project affecting Oregon and California 
that has been proposed by the committees of the House in charge 
of such legislation during all the years I have been in Congress. 

Senator Morse. I think it is due the Congressman for the senior 
Senator from Oregon to say that I deeply appreciate the support and 
help he has given me over the years since I have been in the Senate 
on our flood-control programs. 

I think in the cloakroom within the last 18 months, the Congress- 
man will recall I expressed to him personally my appreciation for 
his help. I want the record to show that. 

Mr. JeNsEN. You see, I know something about floods. We used to 
have terrible devastating floods on the Missouri River which borders 
my district, and I knew what floods could do. I have taken a keen 
interest in helping everybody in every section of this country to try 
to take care of their flood problems in cases where they could not take 
care of the problem with their own money and their own efforts. 
Then, to have a writer or anyone make the statement that I was re- 
sponsible for the floods and for the death of people is the most devilish 
thing I could think of. If he said said that about some other member 
of this committee or any Member of Congress, on either side of the 
aisle, that has worked and voted for flood-control projects such as I 
have, I would feel the same way about such a statement as I do about 
the statement made about me. 

Mrs. Green. May I say I frequently have heard people in my State 
in the flooded areas refer to an “act of God,” but I have not heard 
any of them refer to an “act of Jensen.” 

Mr. Jensen. I got a couple of letters from folks out there, the 
meanest letters you can think of. Of course, they had read these lies 
about me. They did not sign their names. Things like that just do 
not make one feel good when you know there are folks blaming you 
for the death of people. 

Certainly I have leaned over backward to protect life and property 
from floods. It is devilish to blame me, and the other Congressmen 
mentioned, for these floods. 

Mrs. Green. I am sure the informed people of my district and 
State do not consider that to be the case at all. They would not hold 
you responsible for the floods, and I shall certainly do my part in 
telling the people of my district about the fine work the members of 
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this committee have done in increasing ~ appropriations last year 
and I hope they will be increased this yea 

The Army engineers have estimated that the damage in Oregon 
this year has been about $14 million and, of course, that is not up 
to date, so I simply would urge the committee to give favorable 
action to these projects that we know are so important. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. 

Senator Nreusercer. This is the first time I ever heard of this al- 
leged criticism of Mr. Jensen, and I am sure it is not valid, and I 
trust that the letters did not offend him too deeply. We must not 
blame the people too deeply because they were misinformed. 

Mr. Jensen. I got only 2 letters but that is 2 too many. 

Senator Morse. I would like to add that if you have any such com- 
munications that are signed, you might send them to me and I will 
answer them, assuring the writers of your support of our flood-control 
projects. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you for appearing. 


Pusuic Works Progecrs IN WASHINGTON 


WITNESS 


HON. HAL HOLMES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Kirwan. Weare happy to have you here, Congressman Holines. 
You may proceed. 

Mr. Houtmes. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee. 

The matters on which I am testifying are brought up in short state 
ments with reference to each project and are “all involved in the 
Fourth Congressional District of the State of Washington. 


ICE HARBOR LOCK AND DAM ON SNAKE RIVER 


The Ice Harbor lock and dam is located on the Snake River 9.7 
miles above its confluence with the Columbia River and approximately 
12 miles east of Pasco, Wash. It is being constructed in the interest 
of power development and navigation. It will provide slack-water 
navigation over the lower 140 miles of the Snake River. It likewise 
will ‘provide 270,000 kilowatts of power generating capacity. 

The first construction moneys were appropri: ited in fiscal year 1956. 
Work has been initiated on access roads, and contracts for steel sheet 
piling and first-step cofferdam have been awarded. 

Funds in the approved budget for fiscal year 1957 will permit com- 
pletion of the first-step cofferdam, access roads, and temporary field 
facilities, and will make possible preparation of designs, plans, and 
specifications for awarding a major construction contract within the 
first-step cofferdam in fiscal year 1958. 

The budget request of $5 million is the bare minimum in relation 
to keeping this project moving. It is essentially one of the most 
important project in the State of Washington and is invaluable in 
relation to supplying power for the critical Pasco-Kennewick-Rich- 
land area, as well as the Hanford Engineer Works of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. 
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I strongly urge that the committee approve at least the $5 million 
appropriation and budget request. It is well known for many valid 
sources that $8 million would be a more efficient appropriation. 


M’NARY LOCK AND DAM 


MeNary lock and dam is on the Columbia River between the States 
of Oregon and Washington, about 2144 miles upstream from Umatilla, 
Oreg. 

The construction of this project was begun in April 1947, and is 
now about 96 percent complete. The budget request for fiscal year 
1957 is $6 million. 

The project is an essential unit in the slack-water navigation de- 
velopment of the lower Columbia River, as well as a very important 
power-development unit. Its total generating capacity is 980,000 
kilowatts. 

Funds in the approved budget for the fiscal year 1957 will be used 
for placing power units 13 and 14 into production and for liquidating 
commitments on all major construction and supply contracts. 

It is definitely the part of wisdom to get this dam fully completed, 
and I urge that the committee approve the $6 million budget request. 


THE DALLES LOCK AND DAM 


The Dalles Dam is located on the Columbia River between the States 
of Oregon and Washington about 90 miles east of Portland, Oreg., 
and Vancouver, Wash. Construction of this project was begun in 
February 1952. 

The budget request for fiscal year 1957 is $50 million. The Dalles 
Dam is being constructed primarily in the interest of navigation and 
power development. It will provide 25 miles of slack water for 
navigation on the Columbia River, and will have an initial instal- 
lation of 1,092,000 kilowatts of power-generating capacity. 

This is all-important and essential to the growth and development 
of the Pacific Northwest as a whole. The funds in the approved 
budget for fiscal year 1957 will permit payments to the Indian groups 
and to complete or continue construction contracts under a completion 
schedule which calls for the first two generating units on the line in 
November 1957. 

I urge the committee to approve the $50 million budget request for 
the Dalles Dam for fiscal year 1957. 


YAKIMA PROJECT—-KENNEWICK DIVISION 


The budget request for $1,288,000 for the Kennewick Division of 
the Yakima project provides for the completion of the last main canal 
division. Badger lateral system and Highlands feeder canals, along 
with other important procedures in the project. 

This fiscal year 1957 program will make water available to approxi- 
mately 11,000 acres for full water supply and approximately 4,500 
acres for supplemental water. 

I urge that the committee approve at least the budget request for 
this project. There are many right here on the committee who have 
seen it, who were members of the committee when it was authorized 
and construction was begun. 





1a ic Pica nn dae EMER is 1 


ee 
de 


YAKIMA PROJECT—ROZA DIVISION 


The budget request for fiscal year 1957 is $1,720,000 which will pro- 
vide for the continuation of construction on the Roza powerplant and 
the drainage system, which are the last features of the project and are 
scheduled for completion in fiseal year 1959, 

The first construction moneys on the Roza powerplant were allowed 
in the fiscal year 1956, and I urge the committee to grant this budget 
request for purposes of completing this small powerplant used for 
pumping in many areas of the project. 


COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT 


The budget request for Columbia Basin for the fiscal year 1957 is 
$13,850,000 which will permit the completion of laterals and related 
facilities, including priming and testing, for serving 47,000 additional 
acres in 1957. 

Likewise, engineering and construction will continue in many areas 
throughout the basin. Also will continue the settlement and settler 
assistance program and the settlement land purchase and_ resale 
program. 

This project has been familiar to this committee for years and 1s 
moving along in good progress and needs to be continued on schedule. 
I urge the committee approval of the budget request of $15,550,000 
for fiscal year 1957. 

There is also : budget request for operation and maintenance of 
this project for fiscal year 1957 in the amount of $3,997,000. ‘These 
funds are required to meet the expenses incident to ‘the operation of 
the project in an efficient. manner, and I urge that the request be 
granted. 

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 


The funds requested by the Bonneville Power Administration total 
$26,100,000. Of this total, $18,700,000 are required for construction, 
and $7,400,000 for operation and maintenance. I urge that the com- 
mittee : approve these sums of money. 

The construction program will provide the new facilities needed 
to transmit to load centers the power from the new Federal generating 
plants which are now under construction, such as The Dalles, Chief 
Joseph, and McNary, and will provide increased transmission capacity 
at local points of wholesale supply to Bonneville Power Adminis 
tration’s customers, the REA cooperatives, public utility districts and 
privately owned power companies who furnish electric service to the 
people. 

The southeast portion of Bonneville Power Administration's ser\ 
ice area is in the Fourth Congressional District of Washington, which 
I have the honor to represent. 

Facilities included in the construction program for this area amount 
to $2,648,000, and I am submitting a list of these various facilities and 
items for the record, with the specific amounts for each in the Fourth 
Congressional District. 
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(The information referred to follows :) 





Bonneville Power Administration—Fiscal year 1957 budget estimates—Construction 
ponpram State of W aenengian 6 Pr OMOONS District No. 4 

















F —r Name Amount 


136 | McNary-Franklin....................... Rodd nage ies eal sSidaeanwgdes 
ann UNIT OR 
223 | Moses Lake service___- jie n diene aekeG el akwbakOegakageeecumeatee ¢ 
227 | Frenchman Hills area service...........------.-------.------------------.- 
RE ee ae ee eee 

241 | Ephrata service 

299 | Other transmission facilities................-.......-.- ; 
RE RE ee et ae eee a ea aia a 
699 | Other transmission facilities..........___- icacaivbcn upitknénignVonalngmhqand teint Gas 
702 | Grandview substation additions__...............-._.-- cae edie lace 

710 | Franklin transformer replacement____.............-.-. Sarecd soccieaeiahiae Biases 


























712 | Grandview substation transformer repl: OIMAE oho 3 TBE ea ae 16, 000 
714 | Prosser substation transformer replacement_---_-.-------- aeouetee Pecan Rasennaee 46, 000 
715 | Ringold transformer replacement__...............----- phn eteesebleassiekehns 31, 000 
716 | Goldendale substation additions... ....-.... <2... nonce nnn onccnnnee <meta 65, 000 
A re a ee oe nunc cnoun pies basins amo ae eg 133, 000 
718 | MeNary-Richiand direct line completion...................-...--. enn nnne nso ne 45, 000 
799 | Other transmission facilities_____- pinareratr eras ate cb ivesscctetsdibadnandens 98, 000 
810 General structures and improvements Ses thebhd che <kootide xs qs ese seeddabasueete 51, 000 
820 | Communications facilities____- eae aeatda ipthts aekineceeareen batne ese tae ceNen seneainm 23, 000 
' ———_____ 
late wag heck saree is ae a a a 2, 648, 000 


Mr. Puiires. How much of the $63,500,000 was expended or was 
not expended ? 

Mr. Hotes. I cannot answer that. I think probably all of it w 
expended or obligated. That would be in the files of the idiny 
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engineers. 
That completes my statement. 
Mr. Kirwan. Thank you very much. We were very happy to have 
you here. ; 
Mr. Magnuson. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman, but I would ; 
just like to remind the chairman and my colleagues on this subcom- ; 
mittee that the projects to which Mr. Holmes addressed himself 
are the projects that I am also very much interested in because of 
their great importance to the State of Washington. ' 
Mr. Houtmes. I would like to say in return that I appreciate the : 
interest of Congressman Magnuson in these projects. I know that he 4 
is giving them every consideration. i 


Mr. Kirwan. I will say this: you both speak highly of Washing- 
ton. 

Mr. Jensen. Have you had any requests for additional funds over 
and above the budget requests ? 

Mr. Hormes. No additional funds except in 1 statement in 1 sen- 
tence in the presentation where I made the statement that I thought 
in relation to Ice Harbor that $8 million would be a more efficient 
appropriation than the $5 million. The $5 million was the budget 
request. 

Mr. JENSEN. On what do you base that? 

Mr. Hotes. I base it on the fact that I think it could more nearly 
keep the construction on schedule. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the estimated cost of Ice Harbor ? 

Mr. Hotaes. About $135 million. 

Mr. Jensen. How much has been spent to date ? 
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Mr. Hotmes. There was $1 million for construction appropriated 
last year and previous to that about $850,000 to $1 million in planning 
monies. 

Mr. JENSEN. What is the Army engineers estimate / 

Mr. Houimes. The latest Army engineers estimate I have is $135 
million. 

Mr. Jensen. Has the Army engineers indicated that they could use 
the $8 million ¢ 

Mr. Hotes. They have not formally indicated it to me, no, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. Senator Neuberger and Senator Morse and Congress- 
woman Green also asked for an additional amount over and above 
the budget. 

Senator Neuberger testified that the Army engineers has indicated 
that they could use $5 million more. 

Mr. Houmes. I testified that the budget request was for $5 million, 
and I also made a statement, which I “could repeat, if you think it 
is necessary. 

Mr. JENSEN. It is not necessary. 

Mr. Hoimes. It is the statement that it is well known from valid 
sources that $8 million would be a more efficient appropriation. ‘That 
is What I had understood in informal discussions. 

Mr. Jensen. With the Army engineers / 

Mr. Hotes. Yes, sir. That was indicated to me out in the field, 
out in the area. 

Mr. Jensen. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Congressman Holmes, for appearing be- 
fore us. 

Mr. Hotmes. Thank you Mr. Chairman for the opportunity of ap- 
pearing before your committee. 


RECLAMATION PrRoJEcTS 
WITNESSES 


HON. WILLIAM A. DAWSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 

HON. HENRY ALDOUS DIXON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 


Mr. Kirwan. Our next witnesses will be Congressmen Dawson and 
Dixon of Utah. Gentlemen, you may proceed. 

Mr. Dawson. I have a very short statement which I should like 
to read; I think it will probably save time. 

I want to thank members of the committee for giving me this op- 
portunity of testifying on behalf of continued adequ: ite ¢ appropria- 
tions for reclamation “projects in Utah and elsewhere in the West. 


UPPER COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, during the course of the recent controversy over 
authorization of the upper Colorado River storage project, it was ap- 
parent that there was a great deal of misinformation circulated as to 
the cost of reclamation ‘projects to the general taxpayer. The pur- 
pose of the campaign against reclamation as a whole was to defeat the 
authorization of this project. Fortunately, the campaign misfired. 
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The project has been authorized and—I am informed—an initial ap- 
propriation of $8 million will be requested to get it underway. This 
request will be sent to you shortly after the conference committee's 
report has been approved by the House and Senate and the bill has 
been signed by the President. I urge you to give this request favor- 
able consideration at this time. 

In order to correct the statement that this project would cost the 
general taxpayer of the Nation up to $5 billion, 1 would like at this 
time to analyze the reclamation program. Who does pay for recla- 
mation and where does the money for reclamation come from ? 

The Reclamation Act passed in 1902 provides that moneys advanced 
for construction of irrigation features of reclamation projects should 
be interest free. All other funds advanced are repayable with interest. 
It is the so-called interest-free subsidy that was so vociferously at- 
tacked and distored by the opponents of the upper Colorado River 
storage project. Let us examine the source of funds for this interest- 
free loan to construct reclamation projects. 

The Reclamation Act of 1902 provided for a reclamation revolving 
fund to finance the interest-free features of reclamation projects. 
This fund is made up of money derived from the sale of public lands, 
timber, oil, gas, and mineral leases in reclamation States. These funds 
are not extracted from the general taxpayer. They come from the 
development and exploitation of natural resources located within the 
boundaries of the 7 reclamation States. 

Since 1902, the reclamation fund has received $409,132,000. The 
annual accretions to the fund are increasing. In 1955, for example, 
$35,478,000 went into this fund from natural resource developments 
in the reclamation States. Of this total, $23.3 million was contributed 
by the States of Colorado, Utah, Wyoming, and New Mexico—the 
four States that will directly benefit from the construction of the 
upper Colorado River project. 

It is safe to assume that increased development will result in ever- 
increasing annual contributions to this fund by the four States. But 
assuming it remains constant at $23.3 million during the next 20 years, 
let’s look at this contribution in the light of annual appropriations 
required to construct the irrigation features of the upper Colorado 
River storage project. 

The overall cost of the project is set at $760 million. But, of this 
amount, $517 million is repaid with interest. There is no cost to the 
taxpayer for this amount. There remains $236 million which is the 
irrigation portion of this project. This money is repaid, but without 
interest. 

Assuming a 20-year construction period, what is the general effect 
of this irrigation loan on the Federal Treasury? During those 20 
years, the 4 upper basin States will contribute $460 million to the 
reclamation fund from the resources developed within their borders. 
This money cannot legally be used for any purpose but reclamation. 
Of this amount, $236 million will be needed to construct the irriga 
tion features of the upper Colorado project. This leaves a net gain 
to the fund from contributions from the 4 States of $224 million 
during the next 20 years. No money will have to come out of the 
General Treasury to build the irrigation features of the project. It 
is a case of the four States directly benefited financing their project 
with their own money. 
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Mr. Chairman, I have gone into this financing question in some 
detail because of the inaccuracy of the charges “made against. this 
project by its opponents. If there are any further questions on this 
matter, 1 would be happy to answer them. 

The administration has requested funds for the continued orderly 
construction of the Weber Basin project in Utah and for the installa 
tion of power facilities at Deer Creek Dam in Utah. These two vital 
reclamation projects already are contributing to the growth and 
development of the area, and I respectfully urge that the committee 
approve the appropriations at the level requested by the President. 

In addition, I want to urge the members of the committee to give 
favorable consideration to an appropriation for the upper Colorado 
storage project. The people of my area have been watching their last 
source of water waste into the ocean for 100 years now. It is time 
this invaluable resource was put to use. This project is the key to 
the future development of nearly one-twelfth of the land area of the 
Nation. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your statement / 

Mr. Dawson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Puiuires. What amount are your requesting in addition to the 
budget estimate ? 

Mr. Dawson. We are asking for $8 million for the upper Colorado 
which is not before you but for which a request will be made before 
your bill reaches the floor. 

Mr. Puiniirs. Do you have a list of the starts that would be covered 
by that estimate ? 

Mr. Dawson. No. 

Mr. Putiuirs. You just want $8 million to get it rolling / 

Mr. Dawson. This is to prepare the designs ‘and plans to get it roll 
ing. There will be no starts made on any participating projects, no 
irrigation. It will be for the general designs for the dams and the 
preliminary work. 

Mr. Jensen. You anticipate after the President signs the bill 
thorizing the upper Colorado project that there will then be a request 
made for funds for planning of that project, which will come to us at 
an early date during this session. Is that what you anticipate 4 

Mr. Dawson. That is right. We anticipate that it will come to you 
before you have this bill to report to the House. 

Mr. Puitures. Do you think that will be $8 million? 

Mr. Dawson. Yes. The budget has approved it and they stated 
that they will send it up the minute the bill is signed. We expect to 
have the conference report approved this week, ‘and it should reach 
the President next week sometime, and it should be signed. The 
minute it is signed, the Department indicated that they will make the 
request as indicated by the budget. We hope if it is not marked up 
that you will give it some consideration at that time. 

(Off the record discussion. ) 

Mr. Dawson. 521% percent of all of the revenues that come from oil 
and gas leases on public lands and the same amount from leases that 
are covered by the Mineral Lease Act all go into the reclamation 
fund. 38714 percent are retained by the States and 10 percent goes 
to pay administration expenses of the Federal Government. 

Mr. Jensen. In this 20-year period that you are speaking of, that 
would amount to how much? 

75294—56—pt. 16 
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Mr. Dawson. $460 million from the 4 upper basin States, and dur- 

ing that same period of time we are only asking to spend on the irri- 
gation features of this project $236 million. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. We were glad to have you here today. 


Weser Basin Prosect 
WITNESS 


HON. HENRY ALDOUS DIXON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 


Mr. Dixon. I have a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, which I 
should like to read. 

Mr. Kirwan. You may proceed, Congressman Dixon. 

Mr. Dixon. A recent press release intimated that a witness before 
an appropriation committee who sought no increase in an appropria- 
tion was an oddity. Iam appearing on behalf of a proposed appro- 
priation of $10,066,000 for the Weber Basin project but I am not 
asking for an increase. My purpose is assuring the committee that the 
$10,066, 100 is urgently needed, will be well spent, and that the project 
is progressing well. 

With regard to urgency of the need, I point to the critical situation 
of the five communities of Clearfield, Layton, Latona, Sunset, and 
Clinton. These towns, dependent upon this appropriation, are all 
located in Davis County, the fastest-growing county in the State of 
Utah. Weber Conservancy District has been forced to drill wells in 
order to produce an immediate supply of culinary water until next year 
when the project will be completed to the extent that it can deliver 
water to these cities. 

I cite as a second illustration of the urgent need the fact that the 
municipalities that are to receive water recently bonded themselves 
in excess of $4 million in order to continue and complete construction 
of filtration and purification plants and distribution systems. All of 
this construction is progressing with the faith that the Government 
will complete the project on schedule. A failure to secure the $10,- 
066,000 appropriation would place the entire local investment in 
jeopardy. 

It is noteworthy that 21 of the 23 affected municipalities have ap- 
plied for increased water, which is representative of the water shortage 
in the area. 

The money is being well spent. This statement is borne out by the 
fact that construction so far completed and contracts entered into are 
$5 million less than the original cost estimates. In this case, at least, 
the critics of the Bureau of Reclamation have no grounds for charging 
that actual costs invariably exceed the Bureau’s cost estimates. 

I am pleased also to report that the project is progressing on sched- 
ule and that the $10,066,000 now requested will Seca tate the first phase 


of the project and finance some investigations of the second phase. 

By the end of 1957, upon completion of the first phase, sufficient 
water will be delivered to the municipalities to meet the present 
emergency. 

It will also increase irrigation water for the foothills area of Summit, 
Morgan, Weber, and Davis Counties. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 
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Mr. Kirwan. We are very happy to have you here, and we thank 

you for your statement. 
* Mr. Dawson. May I say, Mr. Chairman, that in all of these districts, 
they have set up conservancy districts which are taxing their lands 
and improvements; all of the taxable property in the district is obli- 
gated to pay this money and they have all signed up for it, so there 
is no question but that 1t will be paid back with interest. 

Mr. Pumps. This advance estimate of ours shows that $10,895,000 
has been allotted for the current year and $10,066,000 is requested for 
1957. 

Where does Mr. Dixon’s $5 million saving come in? Are you going 
to spend less than the $10,895,053 this year? 

Mr. Dixon. I cannot compute it that way, but I have the engineers’ 
heures. 

The completion of this first phase, which will be completed by 1957- 
they have the contract and they have finished most of it. The com- 
pletion of the first phase will be $5 million under the original estimates. 

Mr. Pues. It will be finished then in the 1957 budget ? 

Mr. Drxon. The first phase. 

May I add that I endorse fully what my colleague, Mr. Dawson, 
said about the Colorado appropriation, and I certainly support his 
remarks. 


Marcu 19, 1956. 
Conorapo River Srorace Provectr 
WITNESS 


HON. ARTHUR WATKINS, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF UTAH 


Mr. Kirwin. Our next witness is Senator Watkins. Senator, you 
may proceed. 

Senator Warxkrns. Mr. Chairman, your courtesy in providing me 
some time on your schedule is appreciated. I do not make a practice 
of appearing before House committees, but I feel that my request at 
this time is well justified. 

I come before you to request that you include an item of $8 million 
in the Public Works appropriation bill for fiscal 1957 to initiate 
construction of the Colorado River storage project. 

This bill has been passed by overwhelming majorities given by 
strong bipartisan support in both Houses of Congress, and the ap- 
proved conference report is now before us as a matter of pending 
business. The President is expected to approve the bill when it comes 
to the White House. It appears rather certain at this time, therefore, 
that the authorization bill will be passed and signed before your 
appropriations bill reaches the floor of the House. 

It is important to a four-State semiarid area that construction of 
the project be initiated without any further delay. Congressional in- 
vestigation of this project was first authorized in 1928, and roughly 
$10 million has been spent in technical investigations in the interven- 
ing quarter century. These engineering research funds were derived 
largely from Hoover Dam power revenues, but some of it came from 
cash contributions by the States involved. My own State, for example, 
contributed half a million dollars to these studies. 
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It is because of this heavy investment in advance planning that 
the Bureau of Reclamation is in a position to utilize in the coming 
fiscal year the $8 million earmarked in the budget by the President for 
this contingency. I believe your examination of agency witnesses 
will disclose that the Bureau of Reclamation is in a position to go 
ahead with construction on one or more of the major units of this 
project. These units, incidentally, are power-producing storage dams, 
so that the money advanced will be paid back with interest. 

One reason for the urgency back of this request is that the large 
mainstem storage dams on the upper Colorado River will take from 
6 to 8 years, at a minimum, to complete. And once completed, an 
additional 10 to 15 years will be required to fill the largest storage 
vessel, Glen Canyon reservoir. 

We residents of the States of Utah, Colorado, Wyoming, and New 
Mexico would like to see the construction of these storage units com- 
pleted as soon as possible, so that precious water, now wasting into 
the Pacific Ocean, can be stored. Provision of such holdover storage 
will enable us to guarantee our delivery requirements to the lower 
basin and Mexico so that we can divert water allocated to us by inter- 
state compact in 1922 and put it to beneficial consumptive use in the 
upper basin. 

The addition of this item, which, as I have indicated, is already in 
the President’s budget on a contingent basis, will increase the Bureau 
of Reclamation’s total appropriation to only $195,789,000, an increase 
of only $15,794,000 above the adjusted appropriations for this year. 
and $52,119,340 above the adjusted appropriations for fiscal 1955. 

For your comparison, appropriations for flood control and naviga- 
tion are estimated at $582,477,000 for next fiscal year will be available 
in the Treasury from accumulating special funds. These funds and 
their estimated contributions in fiscal 1957 are: The reclamation fund, 
$94,967,700; the Colorado River Dam fund, $2,115,000; and the Colo- 
rado River development fund, $500,000. 

This means that virtually no out-of-Treasury money will be required 
to finance reclamation activities allocated to irrigation. If borrowing 
is required for the half of the appropriation not included in these 
special funds, it can be financed by interest payments which are made 
tor all features of the reclamation program allocated to power units 
and municipal water development. Operation and maintenance is 
a first charge against reclamation project beneficiaries, payable as it 
is incurred. 

I am gratified that provisions were made in the budget to advance 
two other projects very essential to the economy of my State. I am 
referring to the Weber Basin project, which can be moved to the half- 
way mark by the estimated appropriation of $10,066,000 for 1957, 
and the Provo River (Deer Creek) project, which requires $659,000 to 
complete a powerplant, the last unit of a $40 million project that. I 
helped organize in the 1930’s, before coming to Washington. The 
committee can be assured that these are two well-planned and econom- 
ically sound projects, and I hope that you can see clear to approve 
the recommended appropriations. 

It also is gratifying to me that $355,000 was included in the budget 
for program investigations in the Great Basin. This will advance 
studies in Nevada, Utah, Idaho, and Wyoming—all in areas that have 
an extremely limited water supply. 
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Thank you for your attention. 
Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Senator Watkins, for your statement. 


FLoop Conrrot—GRrRAND (NrosHO) RIvEeR 
WITNESSES 


HON. EDWARD REES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF KANSAS 

M. F. COSGROVE, KANSAS SOIL CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, 
TOPEKA, KANS. 

FRANK GEORGE, MARAIS DES CYGNES WATERSHED ASSOCIATION 

IRVING NILES, LYNDON, KANS. 


Mr. Kirwan. Our next witness is Congressman Rees of Kansas. 

Mr. Rees. I have present here today three witnesses. The first is 
Mr. M. F. Cosgrove of Topeka, Kans. He represents the Kansas Soil 
Conservation Association of Kansas. He appears concerning pro- 
posed legislation affecting what is known as the Neosho (Grand) 
River Basin. He is one of the leading, responsible attorneys in 
Topeka, Kans., where he has resided over a period of years. 

Mr. Frank George, a resident of this area, is a successful farmer 
in our State. He is chairman of the legislative committee of a large 
group of landowners in that area 

With him is Mr. Irving Niles of Osage County, Kans. He is a 
member of the Kansas State Legislature and a member of the Soil 
Conservation Supervisors Council in that area 

These gentlemen are opposed to the projects in question. They are 
asking that funds not be appropriated for the projects they will 
describe in their statements. They reside in my district. This is a 
controversial matter. This is a case where a part of the residents 
of a district request the expenditure of these funds, others do not. 
These gentlemen represent a group opposed to spending the money. 
Those who favor these projects will also ask to be heard. 

Mr. Cosgrove will testify first. 


STATEMENT OF M, F. COSGROVE 


Mr. Cosérove. I have a prepared statement which I should like to 
file with the committee. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF M. F. CosGrove BEFORE CIVIL FUNCTIONS SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE OF THE HOUSE 


I am appearing here on behalf of the Kansas Conservation Association in oppo- 
sition to the flood control plan of the United States Army engineers for Grand 
(Neosho) River and its tributaries. The Kansas Conservation Association is 
composed largely of residents of the Neosho Valley. 

Throughout this statement, I will refer to figures and statements taken from 
the Army engineers’ report which are contained in House Document 442, and 
wherever references are made to House Document 442, such references will be 
identified by the letters “H. D.”, followed by the page number. 
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The proposed plan contemplates the construction of four dams, the location 
and original estimated cost of each of which are as follows: 


I cl a $4, 557, 750 


a a a ies 3, 318, 660 
PI ON a i a em 2, 848, 830 
is, a lc a Jepbecetind cia 8, 954, 600 

OE iE NOI cacti cecinslls dk ppomcangagnapeaabenieinp ci accapiansiptigiiilciade 19, 674, 840 


At a hearing before the Committee on Public Works on May 19, 1949, a state- 
ment was made by the representative of the Army engineers that all figures 
as to costs of their proposed dams, as set out in House Document 442, would as 
of that date have to be doubled: 
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As of 1956, we can say that it would now have to be trebled. 

‘lhe dams, if constructed, would result in the destruction of 37,370 acres of 
fertile bottom land, a substantial portion of 2 towns, Hartford and Neosho 
Rapids, portions of the Missouri-Kansas-Texas and A. F. & S. F. railways, State 
highways, county and township roads, telephone and power lines, and interstate 
gas pipelines transporting natural gas from the Hugoton fields in Kansas, 
Oklahoma, and Texas, to Indianapolis, Ind., and other terminal points (H. D., 
48). The land which will be destroyed has been in cultivation for almost a 
century and is presently producing corn, wheat, alfalfa, and soy beans. 

“The portion of the valley in Kansas is generally cleared and is well developed, 
being used principally for agricultural purposes; the valley in Oklahoma con- 
tains more wooded area and is not so highly developed” (H. D., 10). 

“Although a large part of the upland soils of the basin is poor and depleted, 
the stream valleys are very fertile and are largely in cultivation, despite frequent 
flood losses. In the past few years there have been noticeable changes in farm- 
ing practices in the basin, the most important of these being the increased use of 
mechanical farm equipment, the trend toward farming larger units, the decline 
in production of alfalfa, and the introduction of soybean production in the basin” 
(ia. 12, 34) 

“Approximately 69 percent of the area subject to inundation is cultivated land. 
These lands are very fertile and the farms are well developed and consist largely 
of units of from 160 to 200 acres” (H. D., 29). 

The classes of livestock produced are cattle, hogs, and poultry. The annual 
recurring loss by reason of the destruction of the land will be $2,741,579, based 
on 1947 prices for livestock and crops. If present high prices continue, the annual 
recurring loss will very substantially exceed this amount. 

The contemplated flood-control plan will displace 1,603 persons, of whom 
1,112 will be removed from farms and 491 from the town of Hartford. 

I may state here that the annual recurring farm loss of $2,741,579 is not guess- 
work, but is based on a house-to-house canvas of each individual farmer as to 
the amount of livestock, poultry, dairy products, grain, and hay actually pro- 
duced and sold from the farms in the year 1947 at prices for that year. 

I could state here, without fear of contradiction, that the estimate of $3,839,000 
(H. D., 58) (with Waco eliminated) made by the Army engineers as to the cost 
of lands and damages for the four projects is entirely too low. In 1947 we made 
a detailed study as to what the cost to the Government will be for the 37,370 
ucres of land and other properties which will be permanently destroyed. The 
figure used by the Army engineers is the price at which they would like to have 
the property appraised. Under the laws of Kansas, the owners of land and 
utilities and other property have a right to appeal if they are not satisfied with 
the award made by the appraisers. A jury, in fixing the amount of damages, 
ean return a verdict for such amount as it finds to be the value of the land for 
its most useful purpose, and in case only a portion of the land is taken, the 
measure of damages is the value of the farm immedixtely before it is taken and 
its value immediately afterward. It was the considered juigment of a fair 
cross-section of the people who might be called as jurors and the opinion of 
real-estate men familiar with values that the cost of the land and other prop- 
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erties to the Government would be not less than $11,517,000. In recent months, 
the Kansas Turnpike Authority, which is building a four-lane highway from 
Kansas City to the Kansas-Oklahoma line has condemned a large number of 
tracts for the purpose of securing right-of-way. In all cases where appeals have 
been taken, juries have awarded damages several times the amount fixed by 
appraisers. 

Since the total cost of the four projects estimated by the Army engineers in 
1944 was $19,674,840, and since it is reasonable that the present day cost would 
be trebled, the present day cost would be, therefore, not less than $59,024,520. 

On page VIII of House Document 442 we quote from the comments of the 
Bureau of the Budget as follows : 

“The Chief of Engineers recommends improvement of the Grand (Neosho) 
River by construction of the Council Grove, Marion, Cedar Point, and Strawn 
multiple-purpose storage reservoirs, in addition to previously approved reser- 
voirs, at an estimated cost, based on 1944 prices, of $18,977,000... The average 
annual cost and benefits are estimated at $812,300 and $846,700, respectively, 
giving an economic ratio of 1 to 1.04. The reports of the district and division 
engineers state that there is no general demand for irrigation in the area and 
that storage of water for that purpose cannot be justified at this time. 

* ~*~ om a+ + - ” 


“It appears that since the benefit-cost ratio was only 1.04 at the time of the 
preparation of the basic estimates in 1944, the work could not be justified at 
current cost levels.” 

Certainly, if the project could not have been justified on the benefit ratio in 
1944, it cannot be justified at this time. 

As we have heretofore stated, the Army engineers failed in their report to take 
into consideration the annual recurring loss to farmlands in the sum of $2,741,- 
579, and if we double the figures of $812,300 and $846,700, respectively, and add 
to the cost the figure of $2,741,579, we will have an average annual cost of 
$4,366,179, with benefits of $1,693,400, giving an economic ratio of 2% to 1; that 
is to say, the average annual cost will be 2% times the benefits. 

Much of the information in House Document 442 with reference to benefits is 
misleading for the reason that if you will examine that document you will 
observe that practically all of the data in various tables contemplates the con- 
struction of the Waco Dam on Spring River in Missouri, in addition to the four 
dams under consideration. The Waco Dam was eliminated from consideration, 
but the data pertaining to the benefits from the construction of that dam remained 
in the tables, and the actual benefits will be much less than that estimated by 
the Army engineers. 

“During the period of record, no flood originating in the basin in Kansas has 
produced high stages in the lower reaches of the river unless Spring and Elk 
Rivers were also in flood” (H. D. 23). 

In spite of the enormous original first cost and very large annual recurring 
costs, the dams, if constructed, would not afford protection from major floods. In 
House Document 442, we find the following statements made by the United States 
Army engineers: 

On page 4: “Approximately 57 percent of the total direct and indirect flood 
losses in the Grand (Neosho) River Basin above the Pensacola Pool would be 
eliminated.” 

On page 5: “The high degree of development in the river valley precludes 
construction of the very large reservoirs required to provide protection against the 
maximum known floods.” 

And on page 46: “Studies indicate that because of the large volume of experi- 
enced flows, the extent of the overflow area, and the topography of the water- 
shed, complete protection of the basin against all floods of record is not prac- 
ticable and cannot be economically justified.” 

The foregoing statements disclose that the Army engineers’ plan of flood 
control is, by their own admissions, insufficient, and it is our position that much 
more adequate flood control can be provided at a much lower cost by the con- 
struction of smaller reservoirs, and we can establish this fact by the Army engi- 
neers’ report itself. 

Their figure as to the total cost of their proposed dam at Council Grove is 
$4,425,000 (HH. D., 58), which would have a flood-control capacity of 60,000 acre- 


1This figure does not include cost of interest during construction, which figure is 
$697,840 (H. D., 58). 
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feet and conservation and sedimentation reserve of 25,000 acre-feet, or a total 
of 85,000 acre-feet (H. D., 54). The cost per acre-foot of the water impounded 
in that reservoir would be $52.06. We may well assume that present-day costs 
will exceed 1944 cost estimate by 3 times, which would make the cost per acre- 
foot $156.18. 

In 1942, the city of Council Grove purchased the land and erected a dam 
for a municipal water supply. The reservoir is located 3 miles northwest of 
Council Grove and has a capacity of 9,200 acre-feet. The total overall cost of 
land and construction of the dam was $300,000 (H. D., 38), which is a cost per 
acre-foot of $32.60. If we trebled the cost for present-day purposes, we find 
it is $97.80, or $58.38 per acre-foot less than the Army engineers’ dam. 

We will put it another way, still using Army engineers’ figures. As I have 
pointed out above, they have stated that their plan will afford only 57 percent 
protection, and since their plan costs 24% times the cost of the smaller dams, 
100 percent protection against flood would result from the construction of 
smaller dams costing a lesser amount than the cost of the large dams. 

In closing, I will make one further observation. At least the major portion 
of any flood-control project should be borne by the owners of the land and other 
property which will be directly benefited, and the 1955 session of the Kansas 
Legislature amended the existing flood-control laws so that it is now possible, 
under the laws of Kansas, for the creation of benefit districts, which districts 
will have authority to construct small retention reservoirs, assess the cost of 
such reservoirs against the lands which will be benefited, both rural and urban, 
and issue bonds for the payment of such costs. The law also provides that 
such benefit districts may accept Federal aid. Work is now underway to 
establish various benefit districts for the creation of such benefit districts for 
various areas in the Grand (Neosho) watershed in Kansas, 

However, in order to obtain Federal aid, any benefit district plan must be 
approved by the Governor’s Agricultural Watershed Protection and Flood Pre- 
vention Review Committee of the State of Kansas, and, typical of the delays 
encountered in this, you are advised that a benefit district was established in 
the manner provided by law for the entire area above the proposed Cedar Creek 
Dam. I will leave with you a duplicate original of the application of this district 
for planning assistance under the Kansas Watershed and Flood Prevention Act. 

I also will leave with you verifax copies of the original letter from the secre- 
tary of the State soil conservation committee which acted upon this application. 
You will note that the letter states, among other things: “The committee was 
informed by the survey party by the authorization of the Cedar Point Dam by 
the Corps of Engineers and may have had some influence upon their decision 
at this time.” 

It is my information that the committee was informed that the Army engineers 
took the position that no Federal aid could be given for planning assistance 
on any Kansas watershed project where a big dam had been approved by the 
United States Army engineers. 

You will note also that reference was made in this letter to the fact that there 
had not been sufficient application of soil-conservation practices on land within 
the watershed at the present time. In this connection, I have been furnished 
with a record of the application of soil-conservation practices in Lyon, Morris, 
Chase, and Marion Counties, Kans., which was furnished by the United States 
Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation, from records kept by them for 
a 4-year period; also, a summary of the information for the 4 counties; the 
summary and record for each of the 4 counties I hand you herewith. You will 
note from this that there has been a very substantial increase in soil-conservation 
practices of every type and character in the last 4 years and all that will be 
necessary in order to get proper coordination between the Federal and State 
agencies will be a matter of furnishing some additional information in regard 
to soil-conservation practices to the Kansas Soil Conservation Committee. 

T will also leave with you a map showing the intended locations of the 
proposed reservoir sites in the Cedar Creek Drainage District. 

Respectfully submitted. 

KANSAS CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, 
By M. Coserove. 


Mr. Jensen. Your contention is that a proper soil-conservation 
practice such as terracing and contouring on the outlines you can hold 
sufficient water where it would fall which would make the high dams 
which the Army engineers propose unnecessary. 
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Mr. Coseérove. In addition to the ordinary soil-conservation prac 
tices the benefit districts that I mentioned contemplate the reconstruc- 
tion. 

Mr. Jensen. Benefit districts? You mean soil-conservatiton dis- 
tricts ? 

Mr. Coserove. Soil-conservation districts, 

Mr. JeNsEN. You are hoping to establish a watershed area in the 
valley that feeds into this river ¢ 

Mr. Cosgrove. Yes. 

Mr. JeNnsEN. By so doing you will retain most of the water where it 
falls by proper soil-conservation practices ? 

Mr. Coscrove. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. And when you do that it isn’t necessary to build these 
high dams? 

Mr. Cosgrove. That is our purpose. 

Mr. Jensen. You are talking my language, my friend. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right, th: ink you. We will take the next witness 
now. 

STATEMENT OF FRANK GEORGE 


Mr. Grorce. Mr, Chairman, my name is Frank George, of Lebo, 
Kans. I reside in Coffey County, Kans., having lived there for a period 
of more than 60 years. I am the legisl: ative representative of the 
M: — des Cygnes Watershed Associ ation. 

I am happy to be here. I have some things to fill in on this. I appre 
ciate the time you are giving me. This is going to be brief. Now we 
_ not against anybody i in C offey. But lw ant to say we had a camp 

back in the thirties, CCC camp : and we did more work in Coffe ‘y County 
on soil conservation and we built some of these detention dams. 

Now that is what I want to emphasize; that we plan to control this 
water in detention dams. Three of them contain or rather control 
|,500 acres and the pipe on one is 30 inches and on the other 15 inches 
and on the other 12 inches, depending on how much they drain. 

Now I put those three in myself through the CCC. Now what I 
want, to emphasize is that this is on the main stem of the Marais des 
Cygnes; the creek empties into it. Now we built that dam for $2,000, 
the largest detention dam. The costs have gone up and we will say it 
is $4,000, and it will take 1,000 of those dams to hold as much water as 
the Melvern Dam. We have plenty of places for them. 

That would be $4 million. I think we can build them for $3 million 
but we will say $4 million. The Army estimate on the Melvern Dam 
is $80 million. That would be four and a half times the cost. 

Now if they will let us we can raise that up so it will hold more 
water and then when it gets dry, let it out. Another thing is that 
none of the land where this water is retained costs a dime. The right 
of-way doesn’t cost anything and not 1 foot of good agricultural 
land is covered. It is supposed to drain out in 60 or 72 hours. That is 
only with the ordinary stream. Now the dam at Burlington will cover 
22.700 acres of land in ¢ ‘offey and Lyon Counties and dozens of new 
houses, modern houses have «he built and moved across the river, but 
it is 22,700 acres of the most fertile land in Coffey County. 

Now I refer in my statement here to our school district. 1 am on the 
school board about 45 years, 45 years this spring. If this is put in 
here it just takes all the best land we have, all of our best cattle land 
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where they are raised and fed. All of this is just setting up there 
and it will just completely wreck the district. That is what it does 
to us. 

Now we are not against anything, but we believe we can do it much 
cheaper and do a lot better job and not hurt anybody. 

Now I have just one house in particular, which is about the finest 
house in the county that was built up where the river flows, but that 
dam will cover the top, 25 feet deep, and there are $200,000 or $300,000 
worth of improvements right up along the valley. 

It is fertile land. We are asking only that since we are progressing 
with it and we have others in progress, if we could only get the go- 
ahead ¢ 

Now you remember the House passed a law that is giving us the 
right. to organize in benefit districts. Our trouble is, you see, the fel- 
low that builds the dam has to put up one-fourth of the money on these 
detention dams. We can get them built for what they pay, 15 cents 
a yard, but they wouldn’t pay us. We put it up, but we fellows that 
build it don’t get any benefits. We are protecting the fellows below. 
That is our trouble. We are progressing, we are getting places, but we 
aren't getting any benefits. 

Our contention is that these big dams are going to get the benefits 
and have to pay for them. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your statement ? 

Mr. Grorce. Yes. 

Mr. Kirwan. You can leave your statement with the committee and 
will be put in the record. 

(Documents referred to follow :) 


~> 


STATEMENT BY MR. FRANK J. GreorGE, OF LEBO, KANns., TO MR. MICHAEL J. KIRWAN, 
CHAIRMAN, CIVIL FUNCTIONS SUBCOMMITTEE, APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Frank George. I reside in Coffey County, Kans., 
having lived there for a period of more than 60 years. I am the legislative rep- 
resentative of the Marais des Cygnes Watershed Association. I am appearing in 
opposition to the appropriation of funds for plans and surveys on what is de- 
scribed as the Pomona Reservoir on the Marais des Cygnes River, also in opposi- 
tion to the appropriation of funds for planning money for what is known as the 
Strawn Reservoir on the Neosho River near Burlington, Kans. 

My opposition to the Pomona Reservoir in particular is because at the present 
time we are building a watershed that we feel will take care of all of the require- 
ments in respect to flood control and will at the same time provide for a complete 
conservation program on that river. 

I have gone over the situation rather thoroughly and I am as much worried 
about the Neosho projects as the Marais des Cygnes. The dam at Burlington 
will cover 22,700 acres of land in Coffey and Lyon Counties; it will be approxi- 
mately one-eighth to one-ninth of the assessed value of all land in Coffey County. 
I drove over the territory with some of the folks recently: it is worse than any- 
thing I can conceive of. As regards the Marais des Cygnes and Melvern Dams, 
I think I have gone over that situation with you pretty thoroughly. I feel that 
if one dam is built they will all be. 

In reviewing the matter, I find the Army engineers have either under con- 
struction or under consideration 10 dams in the east 8 counties of your district. 
That includes Fall River, Toronto, Marion, Cedar Point, Council Grove, Strawn, 
Melvern, Pomona, Salt Creek, and Long Creek. Their estimates run from $14 
million to $31 million each. I would estimate that at the lowest figure, they will 
cost $20 million each. That is $200 million being spent in destructive instead of 
constructive work in your district. 

The largest detention dam on my place only cost a little better than $2,000. 
We will concede that under some circumstances it would cost $4,000. It would 
only take 1,000 of those dams to hold as much water as the Melvern Dam and 
they could be built for much less than one-fourth of what the Melvern Dam 
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would cost. The Engineers’ estimate on it, according to the Ottawa paper, is 
$18 million. For the $200 million spent on the Army engineers’ dams every 
slough and stream in the 8 counties of the Flint Hills of your district could be 
dammed, and if that Hope bill goes through the water conserved and let gradually 
down into the rivers. 

They claim there will be $36 million spent for the Ottawa protection. No one 
has any objection to them building levees or protecting Ottawa; the fact of the 
matter, however, is that the biggest portion of this $36 million is being spent to 
furnish a steady flow of water to the Union Gas & Electric Co. who own Bagnell 
lbam. The Federal Government will pay all of the cost of the reservoirs, and all 
of the cost of actual construction of the channel improvement and levee system 
for Ottawa. The estimated cost can be broken down this way: Ottawa pays 
not to exceed $770,000 and has 20 years to pay off that amount. The Federal 
Government pays an estimated $38 million for Ottawa work, an estimated $138 
million for Pomona Reservoir, and an estimated $18 million for Melvern 
Reservoir. 

As you know, I am not a resident and have no financial interest in either the 
Marais des Cygnes or the Neosho Valley. I am practically on the divide between 
ihe two. You know that we organized one of the best school districts in Kansas 
at Lebo, putting in 18 country districts and it has been cited by the State super- 
intendent and the Emporia Teachers College as a model district. 

You know what Lebo is; one of the best small towns anywhere in the country 
with the strongest and best small-town bank anywhere; 2 grocery stores; 2 
hardware stores; luinber yard: implement company: drugstore; 2 elevators; 
cooperative oil company whose business extends for 25 miles; home-owned tele- 
phone exchange; doctors; 2 barber shops; meat market; locker plant; 3 black- 
smith shops; shoe repair shop; 2 garages; a good newspaper which is one of 
ihe very few small-town newspapers left; and everything that goes to make a 
real community. If the Melvern and Burlington Dams go in, it will take a 
hig slice off of both the north and south sides, as the district includes land in 
(Coffey, Osage, and Lyon Counties. There will be no outlet except to the east 
und west. It will take the most prosperous families and largest personal tax- 
payers besides the best land in the district and the town is bound to just dry up 
aus SO many other towns have. We will be setting high and dry on a ledge all by 
vurselves if we are able to survive at all. 

This is just a fair example of what will happen everywhere these dams are 
built. It will completely eliminate Neosho Rapids and Olivet schools and prac- 
tically finish Reading and Hartford. I wish there were some way to convince 
Congress to let these Congressmen, who want these reservoirs, build them a little 
farther downstream in their own districts. 

I have done a great deal of investigation work and I honestt\ believe that the 
people of Emporia are against the dams. I would be willing to put it to a vote 
in Burlington and abide by the result. I know that if it were in the county-at- 
large thev would be beaten 3 or 4 to 1. 

There are a lot more things I would like to say, but feel that I cannot take up 
more Of your time. I am trying in every way possible to stop any more appro- 
priations on these dams until we have a chance to work out soil conservation 
and detention dam plans. We have the plans made and are gradually building 
some under the ACS as we can get the money, but under that program the land- 
owner, who gets no benefit whatever, has to put up one-fourth of the money 
while, as in the case of the big dams, as you can see from the Ottawa paper, the 
Government furnishes it all. 

If there is any way to get the Government to build these detention dams, we 
could build enough in a year to completely control both the Neosho and Marais 
des Cygnes Rivers. On the other hand, if the folks down below who get benefits 
would have to pay on the big dams, I think that would solve the question quickly. 


THk Upper MARAIS DES CYGNES WATERSHED ASSOCIATION, 
Lyndon, Kans., March 15, 1956. 
Hon. M. J. Kirwan, 
Chairman, Civil Functions Committee, 
Appropriations Committee of the House. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN: Again we are faced with Corps of Engineers requests relating 
to their proposed dams on the upper Osage—the Marais des Cygnes River— 
the so-called Melvern and Pomona Dams. 

Long ago the Corps of Engineers surveyed the situation, and twice reported 
these dams not economically justifiable: 1932—House Document No. 91, 73d 
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Congress, Ist session, and 1941—Survey Report on Flood Control, Marais des 
Cygnes River, Kans. It still is the same valley, the population probably is less— 
but Union Electric Co. would now get a tremendous windfall of free water 
storage at public expense. The value of a few privately owned industrial and 
commercial properties in the flood plain at Ottawa would be multiplied. Those 
properties were in the flood plain when they were purchased by the present 
owners. There is absolutely no reason for them to expect the Congress to 
enrich them at the expense of the American people and the particular expense 
and dislocation of Osage County people, both in the proposed reservoir areas 
and in the surrounding communities and neighboring towns and trade centers. 

The idea of now constructing big dams in this part of the State puts the cart 
before the horse. Upstream water detention and soil conservation work is 
progressing rapidly but it will be several years before those works are adequate 
to prevent heavy siltation of the proposed big reservoirs. 

Finally, what will it benefit the Nation to build big reservoirs and let the water 
table go down and down in the vast farm and ranch lands of the plains country’? 
The cheapest place to store water is in the ground. There it will benefit all. So, 
we recommend that President Eisenhower’s soil-bank idea be broadened to 
soil and water bank—and get the water table up. That really would help 
the total economy of the country. 

All the basic data has been previously filed with the committee. We trust 
they will refer to it. Also, there is on file with the committee a recent petition 
by about 4,000 citizens of this area opposing these proposed big reservoirs. 

Yours very truly, 
Harry T. COFFMAN, 
The Committee on Legislation. 


OsSAGE CouNTY Sort CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
Osage City, Kans., March 16, 1956. 
Hon. M. J. Kirwan, 
Chairman, Civil Functions Committee, 
Appropriations Committee of the House. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN: The Switzler Creek watershed, consisting of some 32 square 
miles, is located in the Osage County Soil Conservation District—above the pro- 
posed Pomona Dam. This is one of the USDA pilot watershed projects. 

Two of the five detention dams planned for this watershed have been completed 
and engineering plans for the remaining three are virtually complete. Conserva- 
tion measures have been adequately installed above two of the detention dams 
remaining to be built, and it is expected that they will soon be adequate in the 
case of the third. 

Conservation work is progressing satisfactorily over the remainder of the dis- 
trict in spite of adverse economic conditions resulting from rainfall having varied 
between one-half and three-fourths of normal for the past 4 years and agricul- 
tural prices having dropped sharply also during that period. The number of 
district cooperators increased by 110 in 1955 to exceed 75 percent of the farms in 
Osage County. Construction of 80 ponds during 1955 exceeded expectations in 
our district. Other accomplishments include 37 miles of terraces, considerable 
grazing management, 111 waterways developed, and various other conservation 
practices installed. 

This is significant not only for its value in increasing in soak but as a prerequi- 
site to construction of detention structures. 

Specific interest in watershed development has been shown by residents of the 
Salt Creek (approximately 125 square miles) and of the 110 Mile Creek (approxi- 
mately 100 square miles) watersheds. 

Yours very truly, 
Russet. L. Boorn, 
Supervisor, Osage County Soil Conservation District. 





NEIHART INSURANCE AGENCY, 
Lyndon, Kans., March 15, 1956. 
Hon. M. J. Kirwan, 
Chairman, Civil Functions Committee, 
House Appropriations Committee. 
Mr. CHAIRMAN: During the past few years I have made several trips to Wash- 
ington to appear before a board or committee to protest construction of dams in 
Osage County. I represented not only myself and my mother as owners of con- 














= alla 


~ amare) Soviet 


91 


siderable land in the proposed Pomona Reservoir area but a protest orgunization 
of some 1,100 members and various governmental units which will be affected 
by the proposed reservoirs. 

Briefs were filed at different times and I believe the authorities quoted and 
facts accumulated by the different professional individuals were as nearly accu- 
rate as it was possible to obtain. These briefs showed beyond a doubt the pro- 
posed reservoirs in Osage County were of a fantastic nature and in no way 
economically sound. Estimated costs are less than 50 percent of construction 
costs and benefits mostly imaginative. As one civilian personnel expressed a 
part of the benefit portion he had worked on, he “grabbed the figure out of the 
air” and there was no basis of fact for his figures. 

Ottawa is having a bond election next month for its share of the protection 
works through the city. They estimate their cost at $770,000 as against engineer 
estimates of $330,000. Other costs of these reservoirs will be in about the same 
proportion. 

Reviewing results of our protests during the last 6 or 7 years, the only visible 
thing we have accomplished is knocking out control of the water in the reservoirs 
by the Union Electric Co. at Bagnell Dam in Missouri. 

I do not plan to come to Washington for the hearing Monday. The committee 
has been presented all pertinent data by our organization in previous hearings. 
However, I believe it important that the members of the committee should be 
reminded we are still unalterably opposed to any further appropriations and the 
Pomona and Melvern Dams should be deauthorized and replaced with a suitable 
channel and dikes at Ottawa. 

Will you please present these views to the committee and use the weight of 
your congressional prestige and seniority to keep the appropriation out of the 
bill. No greater service could be rendered to the public—and to Osage County. 

Your very truly, 
W. C. NeErHarrt. 


Mr. Kirwan. Allright; we will hear the next speaker. 
STATEMENT OF IRVING NILES 


Mr. Nites. I am Mr. Irving Niles, Lyndon, Kans. I am protesting 
in particular the authorization of any planning for the Pomona Dam. 
I am opposed in particular to the Pomona and Melvern Dams and to 
the Grand River Dams also that Mr. Cosgrove has discussed. 

There are several reasons why I think none of these large controlled 
dams are practical in those particular areas of the country. This type 
of structure isn’t practical, in my opinion, and the idea of destroying 
high-productive agricultural land for the protection of buildings is 
very doubtful for the reason that these : agricultural lands can produc e 
indefinitely and they don’t depreciate and become obsolete as do the 
buildings, and, of course, the mineral resources are exhausted, which 
is rather something else, I guess, than what we have before you here. 

I would like to call attention to the fact that in this particular 
valley, with reference to this particular valley, I have a letter of 
Dr. Myers, who is associate director of the Kansas Experimental 
Station, and I will quote him in part. I had written to him asking 
him the relative productivity of the soil in the upper and lower areas 
of this particular basin out at Kansas, and, of course, all of these 
proposed reservoirs are more or less in the upper area. Now, I am 
quoting from Dr. Myers’ letter 

Several years ago I have followed the flood plain of the river from the Kansas- 
Missouri line westward past the sites of all the proposed reservoirs on the Marais 
des Cygnes and its tributaries. My impression at that time was that the flood 
plain near the Kansas-Missouri line. and for a good many miles west, was very 
swampy and frequently rather large areas were covered with brush due to the 
poor drainage conditions. In general as we moved upstream the flood plain 


became more productive due to improved drainage. Toward the upper reaches of 
the river and its tributaries the bottom-land soils were highly productive. 
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In other words, in my opinion, and I am a graduate of Kansas State 
College, and I majored in agriculture, and I ‘worked for several years 
with the Soil Conservation Service previous to farming, and these 
soils below these proposed dams are not in low productivity primarily 
because of their being subject to floods, which certainly is no help, 
but they would still be of low productivity where they are not pro- 
tected which would not be the case if the dams are constructed. 

Now, it is the heavy, flat lowland which is poorly drained. Down 
around the Missouri line considerable tracts are sold for $25 an acre, 
and in the upper reaches I know my own particular farm, which is not 
involved in these reservoirs, is alluvial soil, and in the last 2 years my 
per acre gross income has been in excess of $80 an acre even though 
it is pretty dry in that area. That is just to illustrate the high 
productivity of this land in the upper area. 

I would like also to state that these two reservoirs, plus the channel 
improvement work in Ottawa would cost some $36 million, I believe 
is the latest testimony, and the total value of all the property in the 
city of Ottawa is less than $30 million. 

Of course, only about two-fifths of Ottawa was flooded during the 
1951 flood, the record flood in that area, and this largely represents 
the best part of the town. 

Now that is the actual value which I arrived at by multiplying the 
assessed value in 1954 by the factor which the State tax commission 
establishes, the ratio between actual sales and the assessed value, which 
is 24 percent in this instance. By that means I arrived at the actual 

value of that city. Of course, a block-wide strip just through the part 
of town adjacent to the river is $1,650,000 derived by ‘that. same 
method, which gives me reason to think that that would be more 
than : adequate for the 1951 flood. 

I have much more but I will merely state just that, and I will just 
file these statements. This would include the engineers’ report. 

Mr. Kirwan. We don’t want to put too much in the hearings. We 
will put whatever part of that in that highlights this situation. 

Mr. Nixes. Yes. 

(Documents referred to follow :) 

House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Lyndon, Kans., March 14, 1956. 
Hon. M. J. Kirwan, 
Chairman, Civil Functions Committee, 
House Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN: There are several excellent reasons to question the wisdom 
of the Corps of Army Engineers’ plan for building huge flat reservoirs in the 
Midwest plowlands, for the contro! of floods. The Army plan for construction 
of five reservoirs in the Marias des Cygnes Valley of east-central Kansas is 
particularly inadvisable since the usual reasons for justifying such construction, 
very largely, do not exist. The Corps of Army Engineers, themselves, twice re- 
ported adversely on this plan: 1982, House Document No. 91, 73d Congress, 1st 
session; and 1941, survey report on flood control, Marias des Cygnes River, Kins. 

The upper Marias des Cygnes River Valley and the valleys of its tributaries 
have highly productive, well-drained soils; whereas the lower Marias des Cyynes 
Valley in Kansas possesses heavy, poorly drained soils as the stream gradient 
decreases. These soils are of low productivity, quite apart from any flood 
hazard. I am informed that several areas of river land in the vicinity of Tn 
Cygne, Kans., sold recently for $25 per acre. In general, the Army plan would 
destroy excellent agricultural land in reservoir areas to protect unproductive 
land. Dr. Harold Meyers, head of the agronomy department of Kansas State 
College, Manhattan, Kans., is familiar with this situation and ‘could supply: 
further details. 








ea adelt hed ‘os Sadie. 


LY NES aie: 


me 9S PW 





93 


Quenemo (population 405), Ottawa (population 10,542), and Osawatomie (Ppop- 
ulation 4,804) are the only cities suffering flood damage. Excellent conditions 
exist in Ottawa and Osawatomie for providing a floodway adequate for the 1951 
flood. The total actual value of the land and real estate in a 4-block-wide strip 
through Ottawa adjacent the river was $1,609,542 in 1954. This value was 
established by using the assessed valuation and the percent of actual value it 
represented as established by the Kansas State Tax Commission. Nothing has 
ever been done in these towns to provide dikes or an adequate channel. The 
existing situations in Ottawa and Osawatomie are very conducive to the use of 
the flow-way method of flood control; and, if adequate channel widths were used 
it would provide foolproof flood control for a fraction the cost of reservoirs. 
Quenemo is a small country town, which automobiles and better roads have 
rendered obsolete; and it will almost certainly disappear by natural processes 
within a few years. The two proposed reservoirs above Ottawa control only 
approximately the west half of the area above Ottawa and are, therefore, 
located sufficiently distant from Ottawa and Osawatomie to permit the origina- 
tion of record floods between the dam sites and the cities. 

A survey of the Pomona and Melvern Reservoir areas made by Associate Pro- 
fessor Lawrence Van Mieur, of Kansas State College, established their annual 
agricultural production at $1,205,000. This amount almost equals the average 
annual gross benefits from these two reservoirs plus the Garnett Reservoir as 
calculated by the Corps of Army Enginers. In addition to the many farm 
families these two reservoirs would displace, the propering cities of Osage City, 
Burlingame, Lyndon, Lebo, Reading, Olivet, and Vassar, with a combined popu- 
lation in excess of 5,000, would have their economies very disastrously impaired 
due to loss of trade territory. This effect would be further complicated by dis- 
locations and inconvenience of travel due to the reservoir areas. 

To my knowledge, none of the cities depending upon the Marias des Cygnes 
River have been without water during the last 4 years of record drought in this 
area, even though none have made any provision for water storage other than 
low dams in the stream channel. There is no reason why these cities could not 
provide adequate water storage for themselves at reasonable cost as other cities 
in this area have. In my opinion, the real impetus for the construction of these 
Corps of Army Engineers reservoirs comes from the Union Power Co. which 
operates privately owned Bagnel Dam in Missouri and would receive hundreds 
of thousands of acre-feet of supplemental water storage at no expense to them 
selves. These reservoirs hold 9 inches of runoff in their flood pool and 1 inch in 
the conservation pool which is much more than that of proposed reservoirs in 
other basins in this area. 

This is in contrast to the requirement that 50 percent of the construction cost 
of watershed flood-control structures be borne locally in addition to all the 
expense of easement. In spite of this disparity, considerable interest in watershed 
treatment has been shown above Ottawa; and two subwatersheds are in the 
process of construction. 

IRvING R. NIzes. 


Mr. Irvine R. NILES, 
Representative 32d District, Lyndon, Kans. 
Drar Mr. Nites: I have your letter of November 29, 1955, inquiring with re- 
spect to some of my statements made at Randolph, Kans., October 22. 
In my talk I made reference to the 19386 Flood Control Act in which the basic 
flood-control policy was declared by Congress. For your ready reference the 
pertinent paragraphs of this policy are quoted: 


74TH CONGRESS—DECLARATION OF POLICY 
“(H. R. 8455) 
“JUNE 22, 1936 


*Secrion 1. It is hereby recognized that destructive floods upon the rivers of 
the United States, upsettng orderly processes and causing loss of life and prop- 
erty, including the erosion of lands, and impairing and obstructing navigation, 
highways, railroads, and other channels of commerce between the States, con- 
stitute a menace to national welfare; that it is the sense of Congress that flood 
control on navigable waters or their tributaries is a proper activity of the Federal 
Government in cooperation with States, their political subdivisions, and localities 
thereof; that investigations and improvements of rivers and other waterways, 
including watersheds thereof, for flood-control purposes are in the interest of 
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the general welfare; that the Federal Government should improve or par- 
ticipate in the improvement of navigable waters or their tributaries, including 
watersheds thereof, for flood-control purposes if the benefits to whomsoever they 
may accrue are in excess of the estimated costs, and if the lives and social 
security of people are otherwise.adversely affected. 

“Sec. 2. That, hereafter, Federal investigations and improvements of rivers 
and other waterways for flood control and allied purposes shall be under the 
jurisdiction of and shall be prosecuted by the War Department under the di- 
rection of the Secretary of War and supervision of the Chief of Engineers, and 
Federal investigations of watersheds and measures for runoff and waterflow 
retardation and soil-erosion prevention on watersheds shall be under the juris- 
diction of and shall be prosecuted by the Department of Agriculture under the 
direction of the Secretary of Agriculture, except as otherwise provided by Act 
of Congress; and that in their reports upon examinations and surveys, the Secre- 
tary of War and the Secretary of Agriculture shall be guided as to flood-control 
measures by the principles set forth in section 1 in the determination of the 
Federal interests involved; Provided, That the foregoing grants of authority 
shall not interfere with investigations and river improvements incident to 
reclamation projects that may now be in progress or may be hereafter undertaken 
by the Bureau of Reclamation of the Interior Department pursuant to any 
general or specific authorization of law.” 

This act required that benefits of any projects shall exceed the costs thereof. 

The Army in preparing their flood-control plans over the years have been 
handicapped by political and local pressures. Everyone wants protection, but 
they don’t want to be the ones inconvenienced by having the levee placed on their 
land. For instance, I believe all engineers agreed that a levee system located 
to furnish adequate floodway is the most economical method of protecting any 
area or basin. 

In fact, Mr. Feil, Chief of the Engineering Division of the Kansas City Dis- 
trict of the Corps of Engineers, in a talk to the Kansas City chapter of the 
Professional Kngineers, admitted that the plan proposed by the Board of Engi- 
neers employed by the Kansas Industrial Development Commission would ac- 
complish the flood control as that report states. The saving under that plan 
for the Kansas Basin would be approximately $650 million. 

I am sure, however, that the Army feels they would have more trouble getting 
a few areas of already devastated or undeveloped land through the bottoms along 
the Kansas River through Kansas City, Kans., than getting the 60,000 acres for 
Tuttle Creek or the 450,000 acres referred to in the Kansas report for all the 
reservoirs. 

Congress recognized the fact apparently that these pressures would be great; 
however, they gave the Army the tools to control them. ‘The first was, of course, 
the requirement that benefits must exceed cost. 

The second which the Army has seldom used is contained in 1938 House 
Report No, 2353: 


“Secrion 3. EVACUATION OF COMMUNITIES 


“Section 3 of this bill provides that where the construction cost of levees or 
flood walls included in any authorized projects can be substantially reduced 
by the evacuation of a portion of all of the area proposed to be protected or by 
the elimination of that portion or all of the area from the project, the Chief of 
Engineers may modify the plan of said project so as to eliminate said portion or 
all of the area, it being provided that a sum not substantially exceeding the 
amount thus saved in construction cost may be expended in the manner prescribed 
in said section for the evacuation of the locality eliminated from protection 
and the resettlement and rehabilitation of the persons so evacuated. 

“Investigations made in connection with the proposed protection of certain 
communities in the Ohio Valley by flood walls and levees have disclosed.that in 
some instances communities desire to evacuate low-lying areas and to remove 
the habitations and other structures from such areas to lands above the flood 
plains. This action would be beneficial to the local communities involved, per- 
mitting the areas so evacuated to be converted into parks and recreational facili- 
ties not antagonistic to the general purposes of flood control. This would, to 
some extent, increase the width of the flood plain and, in a measure reduce flood 
heights at that locality. Thus the procedure authorized by this section would 
benefit the communities concerned and contribute to the solution of the general 
flood-control problem without any substantial increase in cost to the Federal 
Government.” 
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To accomplish this the Chief of Engineers must include the recommendation 
in this plan and thus be authorized specifically. The Army has failed or refused 
to do this with respect to the urban areas along the Kansas rivers such as 
Kansas City and Topeka, prefering instead to take the large reservoir areas of 
Tuttle Creek and others. 

The conditions at Ottawa are very similar to those at Kansas City. Both 
areas are, in effect, the very limited outlet of a funnel. In the case of the 
Kansas River even with all the reservoirs they propose and all they could find 
locations for on tributaries of the Kansas, it is the expressed opinion of the 
engineers that prepared the Kansas report and those who prepare the Missouri 
Basin survey that such a plan would not assure the Kansas Citys protection 
from flood caused by storms such as the 1951 storm. 

You are the first person that has inquired of me with reference to the portion 
of my talk that has to do with the Federal Government bearing the cost of 
evacuating areas to provide adequate floodways. 

I am sure it will require that such a move be incorporated in the plan of the 
Chief of Engineers to be authorized by Congress. Sufficient pressure on the 
Army may accomplish this. It is certain that less objection to any levee setback 
plan would exist if the local cost was not so excessive. 

Your problem and that of the people in the Kansas Basin are identical. I see 
no reason why the people of the reservoir areas and those of the urban area 
cannot work together. The urban area will receive full protection with levees, 
and in a very short period of time. The reservoirs area people can save their 
homes and farms. 

Mr. Feil also admitted in his talk before the Professional Engineers that they 
would control about 85 percent of the area of the Kansas Basin with the rec- 
ommended dams. He stated that these would not protect the Kansas Citys 
against a possible flood caused by storms such as the 1951 storms. He stated 
they were studying several additional reservoirs and that they must control 
approximately 90 percent of the area to protect Kansas City. 

Even the uncontrolled 10 percent or 6,000 square miles is twice the area that 
produced a 400,000 second-foot discharge at Strawn on the Neosha during the 
1951 flood. 

The Kansas River flood capacity through Kansas City, Kans., is only a 
questionable 300,000 second-foot. In other words the funnel outlet at Kansas 
City is too small even with all the proposed reservoirs. 

Again, let me point out that while there has been much local pressure for 
the reservoir plan as compared with a plan of adequate floodway; I feel sure 
that much of this pressure is due to the feeling that the cost to local interests 
under a plan to set back the levee would be too large a burden on a small group. 

I feel sure also that if Kansas through its legislature and Governor would 
support the plan proposed by the engineers employed by the Kansas Industrial 
Development Commission the Army could be induced to modify their plan to get 
the authorized plan modified to incorporate an enlarged floodway system therein. 

Let me point out, however, that in order to obtain a plan that would comply 
with the intent of the 1938 House document that the plan would have to at least 
approach that proposed by the civilian engineers employed by Kansas. In 
other words, unless the reservoirs were eliminated except for irrigation, ete., 
no saving in the overall plan would obtain, and the Federal Government would 
not be justified under the act in paying for the floodway evacuation. This 
would of necessity eliminate such reservoirs as Tuttle Creek, etc., but would 
sive much more reliable protection to the urban areas along the Kansas and 
Marias des Cygnes by adequate floodway. It would also eliminate the cost and 
hazard of operating all these reservoirs. 

The Army wants to spend the money for reservoirs, etc., but political pres- 
sure can change their minds as was done by Governor Donnelly of Missouri in 
1944, 

Excuse the length of this rambling letter. 
tion and add some background. 

Secause I feel that it is necessary for all interests to work together to get 
the best results, I am sending a copy of this letter to Mr. Edwards at Bigelow, 


Kans., who, as you know, is very much interested in the problem of the people 
of the Blue River. 


Yours truly, 


I have tried to answer your ques- 


L. D. McDoNArn, 
Consulting Mngineer. 
75294—56-—pt.1—.- 7 
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sr. Louts, Mo., Froop Prorrecrion 
WITNESSES 


HON. STUART SYMINGTON, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF MISSOURI 

HON. LEONOR K. SULLIVAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

HON. FRANK M. KARSTEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

HON. THOMAS B. CURTIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

RAYMOND R. TUCKER, MAYOR OF ST. LOUIS, MO. 

MORTON MEYER, PRESIDENT, ST. LOUIS FLOOD CONTROL ASSOCIA- 
TION 


Mr. Kirwan. I would like to have Senator Symington make his 
statement now as he has to leave promptly. 

Senator Symineron. Mr. Chairman: St. Louis, eighth largest city 
of the Nation, is the only major city on a navigable stream which has 
no flood protection. 

Located as it is at the confluence of two great rivers, the Missouri 
and the Mississippi, St. Louis is very vulnerable to floods from two 
sources. 

Should the flood crests of these two great rivers coincide, resultant 
loss of life and destruction of property would be many times greater 
than the cost of the proposed protection. 

Narrow escapes have been frequent; and until adequate protection 
is provided this potential disaster will be a continuing threat. 

The flood stage at St. Louis is 30 feet. Since 1861, when the gage 
was first established, flood stage has been exceeded in 30 different 
years. 

When floodwaters reach 35 feet there has been extensive destruction 
of buildings, transportation facilities, and public utilities; and also 
loss of industrial production, wages, and manufactured goods. 

A 42-foot flood would cut off the city’s entire water supply. Damage 
estimated at $186 million would result from a 47-foot flood. 

In 1947, 1948, 1951 and 1952, St. Louis suffered disastrous floods. 
Property damage totaled more than $30 million plus extensive dis- 
ruption to industrial facilities and communications. 

In authorizing last year construction of the $130,987,000 St. Louis 
flood-protection project, the Congress fully recognized the necessity 
for controlling these floods. 

If all funds which can be used to advantage are made available, the 
Army engineers state advance planning will require up to 2 years at 
a cost of $1,200,000. 

Construction will require another 6 years. 

Therefore, with adequate flood protection at least 8 years away, it 
is respectfully but earnestly urged that funds be provided as rapidly 
as needed. 

From the President’s original budget request for fiscal 1957, the 
engineers tentatively allocated only $101,000 for advanced planning 
on the St. Louis project; but on restudy the great merit of the project 
was recognized, and a supplemental request was made for an addi- 
tional $450,000. 
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Mr. C pynnen, | in my judgment, the total of these two requests by 
the President, $551,000, is an absolute minimum figure. 

Therefore, ‘I urge that your committee made available the full 
$551,000 included in the budget requests, and any additional funds 
which the engineers can use to yadvant: age on this project in fiscal 1957. 

I appreciate your letting me come in like this. I was in the midst 
of voting. I know you would be surprised to hear it is on the agri- 
cultural bill. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your statement, Senator ? 

Senator Symrineron. That completes my statement. I am very 
grateful to you. I would like, if I may, to say that we have no finer 
citizens than the ones who are here today with Congresswoman Sul- 
livan, Congressman Karsten and Congressman C urtis and the mayor 
of our city and we hope the quality of our representation will have 
a slight influence on the important decision you are going to make. 

Mr. Kirwan. In other wor ds, you want us all to have a ‘sympathe tic 
air. 

Senator Syminoron. I certainly do. 

Mr. Kirwan. Congresswoman Sullivan will now proceed with her 
presentation. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEONOR K. SULLIVAN 


Mrs. Suttivan. St. Louis is very grateful for this opportunity to 
impress upon this subcommittee the importance to us of the funds in 
the President’s budget earmarked for advance <p and engineer- 
ing work on the St. ‘Louis flood-control project. I do not usually pre- 
sume to speak for the entire city and for everyone in our city, because 
sometimes we St. Louisans disagree with each other on particular 
issues. But in this instance, I have no hesitation in saying that we 
are all agreed, and we are unanimous, in our nonpartisan or bipartisan 
interest in flood control for our city. 

I think the valuable time of the subcommittee can be used to the best 
advantage if we allow our mayor, the Honorable Raymond R. Tucker, 
and the president of the St. Louis Flood Control Association, Mr. 
Morton Meyer, to testify in behalf of all of us. If there were time, 
everyone of us in this room would be happy and, in fact, would feel 
pr ivileged, to speak at length on the importance of this project. But 
since the subeommittee’s time is limited and since there is only a short 
time available for the discussion of the St. Louis project, we have all 
agreed that Mayor Tucker and Mr. Meyer are our best spokesmen. 

“Before they testify as to the details of the project, however, I would 
like to introduce some of the outstanding St. Louis businessmen and 
civic leaders who have come here this afternoon for the purpose of 
demonstrating our city’s united interest in this matter. These very 
busy gentlemen know that there would be no opportunity for them to 
testify. They knew that with the item of $551,000 for St. Louis now 
contained in the President’s budget, that the prospects for the appro- 
pe iation to go through are thus very good. They knew that the mem- 
rts of this subcommittee are known for their interest in effective 
flood control for all areas of the country needing flood control. There- 
fore, they might very well have thought it unnecessary to come here 
today, taking time away from their very important interests in St. 
Louis. 
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But these gentlemen felt, as I do, that this project is so vital to St. 
Louis, that we do not want to leave any stone unturned in making sure 
that this subcommittee is aware of our concern. We are asking you to 
look with favor not merely on an item of $551,000 in the current budget, 
but on a project which eventually will cost more than $120 million. 
St. Louis has already taken the steps to provide its own sizable con- 
tribution as local sponsor. 

Now these are the gentlemen who have come here today to back up 
the mayor and Mr. Meyer:.and those of us in the congressional delega- 
tion, and who are here today to demonstrate their interest and concern: 

Our former mayor and now the president of the chamber of com- 
merce of Metropolitan St. Louis, the Honorable Aloys P. Kaufmann; 
Mr. H. L. Colwell, vice president of the St. Louis Flood Control Asso- 
ciation and production manager of the Ralston Purina Co.; Mr. 
William W. Crowdus, secretary of the St. Louis Flood Control Asso- 
ciation and president of the Jefferson National Expansion Memorial 
Association—the civic organization which has spearheaded our drive 
for the riverfront memorial commemorating the Louisiana Purchase 
and the opening of the West (a matter some of the members of this 
subcommittee are by now quite familiar with) ; Mr. Dewey K. Lange, 
treasurer of the St. Louis Flood Control Association and president of 
Lange Bros. Fertilizer Co.; Mr. Edwin B. Meissner, Jr., a mem- 
ber of the board of the St. Louis Flood Control Association and vice 
president of the St. Louis Car Co.; and also Mr. Everett T. Winter, 
president of the Mississippi Valley Association. 

As the subcommittee knows, Congressman Karsten, Congressman 
Curtis, and I, all introduced bills in the 83d Congress to authorize the 
project, and of course we had the complete support and the great 
assistance of Senators Hennings and Symington. We have all worked 
together on this. The project was authorized by Public Law 256, 
approved August 9, 1955, and involves the construction of earthen 
levees, concrete floodwalls, pumping stations, and related appurte- 
nances. The current estimated cost of the project is $123 million, in- 
cluding $1,200,000 for preconstruction advance engineering and de- 
sign work. According to the engineers, the preconstruction engineer- 
ing and design work could be accomplished within 2 years after funds 
are made available. Construction would be expected to extend over a 
period of about 6 years. The city of St. Louis approved a bond issue 
on May 26, 1955, to further the required local cooperation, including a 
cash contribution toward the cost of construction. Under a proposed 
allowance in the President’s budget of $5,360,000 for advance engi- 
neering and design for fiscal year 1957, the total amount allocated to 
St. Louis for initiation of planning was only $101,000. Subsequently, 
however, the President amended his budget to provide $6,302,000 for 
advance plannitg and engineering, and out of these additional funds 
the allocation for St. Louis was increased to $551,000. 

It is those figures we are here today to support—the figure of $6,302,- 
000 for advance planning and engineering, of which $551,000 is to be 
earmarked for St. Louis. We know we have a good case and good 
spokesmen in the persons of Mayor Tucker and Mr. Meyer. We ap- 
preciate your interest and we want you to know that we will be forever 
grateful for your help if you will make sure this item budgeted for 
St. Louis is enacted into an appropriation. 
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Now, Mr. Chairman, I would deem it a pleasure, if you would listen 
to our mayor for just a few minutes and then to Mr. Morton Meyer. 
This is Mayor Tucker, of St. Louis. 


STATEMENT OF MAYOR TUCKER 


Mr. Tucker. My name is Raymond R. Tucker. Mr. Chairman 
and members of this committee, in view of the fine statement which 
has been made by Senator Symington, and the one which I know Mr. 
Meyer will make giving you the details of our particular problem, 
I will refrain from doing that. 

However, I wish to thank the committee and I am here to give 
you the feeling of the city of St. Louis with relation to this project. 
In fact, last year, last May, the city, by general obligation bond issue, 
voted authorization for $714 million for the bonds, which it is to pay 
into this project. So I will not take any more of your time because 
I purely appear to thank you for the courtesy of hearing us and to 
assure you of our deep interest and of course our ultimate desire 
that you will accord us what we ask. 

I would like to also thank the Congressman for his kind words. 
We think it is a fine project. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right, who is the next witness. 

Mrs. Sutiivan. Mr. Morton Meyer, president of the St. Louis Flood 
Control Association. 


STATEMENT OF MORTON MEYER 


Mr. Meyer. As president of the St. Louis Flood Control Associ- 
ation, I represent a group of citizens of St. Louis who formed a non- 
profit organization which is dedicated completely to the purpose of 
buying or seeking flood protection for St. Louis. 

The Congress in_its last session authorized flood protection for 
St. Louis and the President signed the bill into Public Law 256 on 
August 9, 1955. These two happy events followed the widespread 
realization of how urgent and necessary this protection is. We are 
here today to urge you to approve the recommended appropriation of 
$551,000 to get the job started. 

The great city of St. Louis, the eighth largest in the Nation and 
the only large city on a navigable stream without flood protection is 
a “sitting duck” at the junction of the Missouri and Mississippi River 
systems. 

Three times in the 1940’s—1943, 1944, and 1947—floods came and 
went and took with them an estimated $20 million in damages. Again 
in 1951, the year of the great Kansas City flood we suffered losses 
estimated at another $10 million and this was the year when news- 
papers all over the country carried terror-striking headlines that the 
greatest flood in history was pouring from Kansas City over the 
Missouri River into St. Louis. 

We visualized a billion-dollar pile of rubble but three factors saved 
us: (1) A great many breaks in levees and walls occurred between 
Kansas City and St. Louis; (2) the Mississippi River was not high 
concurrently; and (3) there was no local rainfall during the entire 
period of the crest. Had one or more of those factors been unfavorable, 
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those newspaper headline predictions would have come true and we 
would have had the greatest flood in our history. 

The very next year 1952, the Missouri River was again in flood and 
Omaha was saved only by the heroic work of the Army Corps of Engi- 
neers. We were warned to be ready for another bad time at St. Louis 
but once again Providence smiled upon us and during the entire 
second half of April when normally we can expect a lot of rain, there 
was uninterrupted sunshine through the entire valley. How often can 
we be so lucky. 

Engineers, both Army and private, base their preductions on hyro- 
meteorological studies, the relation of storms to floods. They have de- 
clared that an equal volume of water in cubic feet per second as passed 
St. Louis down the Mississippi during the record year of 1844 would 
today under present riverbank conditions cause a stage height of 52 
feet, some 11 feet higher than we had in 1951. 

We know that records are made to be broken so it is certain that 
we will experience at St. Louis sometimes, whether it is this year or 
next year or 10 years hence, a 52-foot stage. 

And such a stage will mean the following: 

1. Inundation of waterworks and reservoirs. A great city without 
water becomes easy prey for pestilence, fire, and death. 

2. Inundation of over 250 miles of railroad tracks, main line and 
switchyard. A great city without transportation facilities becomes an 
embargo area. Except for a trickle, raw materials can’t come in; 
finished goods can’t go out. 

3. Warehouses loaded with food and all manner of products would 
be ruined at the cost of millions of dollars. 

4. Industrial plants would be unable to operate. These include the 
atomic-energy plant operated by Mallinckrodt Chemical Works. This 
cessation of operations is accompanied by widespread unemployment. 

5. Public utilities would be seriously hampered. During the 1937 
flood at Louisville, Ky., the citizens were without gas and electric 
service service for over 4 weeks. 

6. Hundreds of low- and middle-cost residences would be com- 
pletely ruined as they were in Kansas City in 1951. In the directly 
affected area, there are churches and schools that would be badly 
damaged. 

7. There are also hundreds of small-business operators who from 
January to July live in daily fear that tomorrow’s flood may wipe 
them out. 

These things will happen when we have the 52-foot flood. In all 
reverence, God grant that our city’s protection is completed before 
rather than after it happens. That all St. Louis urges this project 
is eloquently demonstrated by the fact that last May we overwhelm- 
ingly voted more than $714 million in a bond issue as our local par- 
ticipation share of its cost. Sine 

So, gentlemen, I appeal to you to approve this beginning appro- 
priation item of $551,000 so that this project can be built as quickly 
as possible, and thus help to rescue us from the perennial peril of 
disaster. 

Mr. Kirwan. The project will cost about $123 million; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Meyer. That is correct. 

Mr. Kirwan. You are asking for what sum of money ¢ 
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Mr. Meyer. $551,000. 

Mr. Macnuson. Is this $551,000 for planning ¢ 

Mr. Meyer. It is for advanced planning and ¢ ‘designing. 

Mr. Pues. It is in the budget ? 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes; it isin the budget. 

Mr. Jensen. I might just say that because of the many dams that 
have. been built and will be built on the Missouri River and its tribu- 
taries I think that you can expect that you will not have as great a 
flood stage on the Missouri River as you had in 1952. 

However, a lot of water can fall between the dam above St. Louis 
and St. Louis. It is a distance of about some 200 miles. Of course 
your Mississippi River watershed actually could produce a terrific 
amount of water in St. Louis which could bring a frightening flood 
crest, raise a flood crest possibly to the degree the 1952 flood did in 
St. Louis. I hope of course that that day never comes again, but I 
certainly don’t blame you for wanting to protect against it, because 
I have seen what floods will do. 

I have 120 miles of the Mississippi River bordering the district 
which I represent from the Missouri line to within 20 miles of Sioux 
City, Iowa, and believe you me, I have seen what floods can do. We 
are pretty safe up there now, but, as I say, a lot of rain can fall 
between those points and also an awful lot of flood water can pour 
down on you folks from the Mississippi watershed. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your witnesses ? 

Mrs. Sutiivan. Beside our delegation from St. Louis Mr. Chair- 
man, my two colleagues, Mr. Karsten and Mr. Curtis are here to 
express their interest in this project. 

Mr. Kirwan. We will hear Congressman Karsten now. 


STATEMENT OF HON, FRANK M. KARSTEN 


Mr. Karsten. Mr. Chairman, I thank the committee for giving 
prompt consideration to the request for $551,000 for planning the St. 
Louis flood wall. As the committee knows, the Corps of Engineers 
originally submitted a request for $101,000. This small amount drew 
protests from every quarter because the Chief of Engineers of the 
Army had previously stated to me, on October 3, 1955, that he could 
profitably expend $600,000 during the first year for pl: inning opera- 
tions. The total cost of the plans will be about $1,200,000 and they 
can be completed in approximately 2 years. As a result of protests 
that were received, the Bureau of the Budget and the Corps of En- 
gineers, by a reshuffling of figures in the current budget, were able to 
make a supplemental recommendation for $450,000, This does not 
increase the overall budget. Added to the original amount, it will 
provide a total of $551,000 for the St. Louis work. This is still $49,000 
short of the figures the Chief of Engineers gave me last October. But 
in the interest of harmony, I am not going to contest it. This defi- 
ciency will have to be made up next year. As I believe the committee 
is sympathetic to this request, I am going to devote a few moments to 
outlining a related matter which I hope to bring to the attention of the 
Congress within the very near future. 

I have here a m: ip prepared by the Corps of Engineers of the Army 
showing the situation which will result upon the completion of the St. 
Louis flood wall when a 52-foot flood stage is reached. As the com- 
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mittee can see, the shaded area of north St. Louis County, comprising 
4,400 acres will be completely inundated. At the time the original 
flood survey was made, the Corps of Engineers felt this area would not 
meet the cost benefit criteria. In other words, they concluded that 
the cost of protecting the area would outweigh the economic benefits. 
This conclusion was reached some years ago and some changes have 
been taking place since that time. Ww hether it would meet the criteria 
now, I do not know but I am preparing a request of the Committee on 
Public Works to see if a review might be justified. 

The proposed St. Louis flood wall covers about 24 miles. If it could 
be extended another few miles around the perimeter of this area, St. 
Louis and St. Louis County would have 100 percent flood protection. 
Unless that is done, this huge area of north St. Louis County will 
simply become a reservoir to ‘hold excess water at flood periods. The 
city and county of St. Louis cannot afford to dedicate 4,400 acres of 
excellent level land for use as a part-time reservoir. 

I realize the committee is not in a position to pass upon this matter at 
the present time but I believe it is a problem that will require attention 
in the future. For that reason, it is my hope that the Corps of Engi- 
neers in preparing the plans for the St. Louis flood wall, will keep in 
mind the possibility that at some future date the wall will have to be 
extended to provide protection for the St. Louis County area. 

I appreciate the indulgence of the committee in hearing this prob- 
lem and hope the budget request for $551,000 for the St. “Louis flood 
wall will be given favorable consideration. 

Mr. Kirwan. Fine. 

Mrs. Sutiivan. Mr. Curtis will now say a few words, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF HON, THOMAS B, CURTIS 


Mr. Curtis. I represent the second district of Missouri, which in- 
cludes portions of the city of St. Louis and portions of St. Louis 
County. I appear to back up everything that has been said by the 
prior witnesses and I will say I have personally gone into this matter 
and I certainly think the project is very badly needed. It is economic 
to do it and I am very hopeful that this committee will give it every 
consideration. 

Mr. Kirwan. I think your hopes may be realized. We thank you. 


Amirr River anp Comire River Provects 
WITNESSES 


HON. JAMES H. MORRISON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 

J. LESTER WHITE, SUPERVISOR, CITY OF BATON ROUGE AND EAST 
BATON ROUGE PARISH 

CALVIN T. WATTS, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS, STATE OF 
LOUISIANA 


Mr. Maenoson. Our next witness will be Representative Morrison, 
of Louisiana. 

Mr. Morrison. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, first 
of all I want to express our appreciation for the opportunity of being 
able to appear before you in behalf of this flood-control matter which 























| 
% 
3 
; 
: 


se pmapeona eerste 


wadiot 


scr echiesht ee 


ae 5 ot eA a EL Ss ce aR eM Com 


a 
£ 
3 
j 
4 

; 












103 





is known as the Amite River and Comite River projects. On many 
occasions these rivers have overflowed and caused tremendous flood 
damages in four parishes in Louisiana, including the city of Baton 
Rouge, the capitol of Louisiana. The first witness will be Col. J. 
Lester White, who is very familiar with this project. He has been 
the State director of public works from 1948 to 1952 and he is the 
consulting engineer and supervisor for the city of Baton Rouge and 
East Baton Rouge Parish at the present time. I would like permis- 
sion to file a paper which indicates people from whom I have received 
telegrams in support of this project. 

(The list is as follows:) 


I have received telegrams from the following urging immediate action and 
favorable consideration of an appropriation for the Amite-Comite flood-control 
project : 


S. D. Allen, Mayor of Denham Springs, La. 

Dr. T. W. Morgan, president, Kiwanis Club of Denham Springs, La. 

W. E. Allen, president, Livingston Parish Policy Jury, Denham Springs, La. 

Kichard Lobell, police juror, French Settlement, La. 

Jim Barnett, Livingston Parish, Denham Springs, La. 

Ernest F. Easterly, Superintendent, Livingston Parish School Board, Livingston, 
La. 

Russell R. Murray, president, Livingston Parish School Board, Livingston, La. 

L. S. Geismer, president, Ascension Parish Police Jury, Gonzales, La. 

L. P. St. Amant, president, Bank of Gonzales, Gonzales, La. 

John Barton, president, Baton Rouge Chamber of Commerce, Baton Rouge, La, 

«. Earl Benton, president, Denham Springs Chamber of Commerce, Denham 
Springs, La. 

Joe Picou, police juror of Maurepas, La. 


Colonel White has had 33 years with the United States Army, active 
and in the Reserve as a member of the Corps of Engineers and at this 
time I am going to call on Col. Lester White who is very familiar with 
this entire project to testify before the committee. 

Mr. Magnuson. All right, Mr. White, proceed. 


STATEMENR OF J. LISTER WHITE 


Mr. Wuire. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I would 
like to distribute this brief, if 1 may, to the members and ask that it 
be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Maenvson. It will be made a part of the record. 

(Brief referred to follows:) 


FEDERAL IMPROVEMENT Provect, AMITE-COMITE RIVERS AND Bayou MANCHAC 
PROJECT, IN PARISHES OF ASCENSION, IBERVILLE, LIVINGSTON, AND EAst BATON 
RouGe PARISHES, STATE OF LOUISIANA 


Honorable sirs, as consulting engineer and supervisor of our $10.4 million capital- 
improvements program for the city of Baton Rouge and East Baton Rouge Parish, 
1 am privileged to appear before you today with members of our city-parish 
councils to ask for an appropriation of Federal funds for the construction of 
planned improvements on the Amite and Comite Rivers and Bayou Manchac, 
including an auxiliary or diversion channel from the lower Amite to Blind River 
to carry surplus waters directly into Blind River, thence into Lake Maurepas 
and, by way of Lake Pontchartrain, into the Gulf of Mexico. 

This project was first conceived in 1949 when I joined Colonel Hardin, then 
district engineer of the United States Corps of Engineers of the New Orleans 
district, now Major General Hardin, president, Mississippi River Commission, 
and Mr. Velpeau Smith, then State representative of Ascension Parish, for an 
inspection trip on the Amite River during flood stage from Lake Maurepas to and 
through Bayou Manchac to Hope Villa. Following this inspection and subse- 
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quent conferences with the Corps of Engineers, the State department of public 
works, with which I was then associated as department director (May 1948 to 
May 1952) made extensive surveys and prepared suggested plans for improve- 
ments to these major outfall.channels that serve the parishes of Ascension, 
Iberville, Livingston, and East Baton Rouge in carrying surplus waters into 
Lake Maurepas. 

The Comite River heads just above Centerville, Miss., and, upon entering East 
Baton Rouge Parish (the Louisiana State line) flows entirely within the parish 
to its confluence with the Amite River. The Amite River heads just above 
Liberty, Miss., and, upon reaching East Baton Rouge Parish (the Louisiana 
State line) forms the boundary between East Baton Rouge Parish and Livingston 
Parish down to the mouth of Bayou Manchac. The Amite River, continuing to 
Lake Maurepas, forms the boundary for a portion of its length between Liginston 
and Ascension Parishes. 

The first public hearing was called by Colonel Holle, now Major General Holle, 
Senior Deputy Chief Engineer, who was then district engineer of the New 
Orleans district and which meeting was held at St. Amant, La., Ascension Parish 
on July 28, 1951. After that hearing, no planning funds were made available 
until the summer of 1953. With $17,000 then made available, the district engi- 
neer, after holding a second public hearing in the town of Livingston, Livingston 
Parish, La., on October 14, 1953, proceeded with the preparation of an investiga- 
tive report. Following the submission of this investigative report, surveys were 
made and, the prepared plan, with report and recommendations, was forwarded, 
through channels, to the Chief of Engineers in May 1955, bearing the recom- 
mendations of Col. C. T. Tench, district engineer at New Orleans, and Brig. Gen. 
John R. Hardin, division engineer at Vicksburg, Miss. 

The project, estimated to cost $4,212,000 received congressional authorization 
just prior to the adjournment of the Ist session of the 84th Congress in August 
1955. The authorization was predicated on the subsequent approval of the Chief 
of Engineers. This project was listed on the agenda for consideration by the 
United States Board of Engineers for Review on Rivers and Harbors on Tuesday, 
September 20, 1955, and, on that date, received the unanimous approval of the 
Board. 

The project carries with it a requirement by the Corps of Engineers that local 
interests will provide, either in cash or in work, including the cost of bridge 
structures and rights-of-way, the sum of $1,204,000 with the Federal Government 
providing the balance or $3,008,000 and, to this, the State of Louisiana and the 
parishes affected have agreed. 


OTHER CONTRIBUTIONS BY LOCAL INTERESTS 


During the period 1948-52, while I served as director of the State Department 
of Public Works of Louisiana, the parishes of Ascension, Livingston, Iberville, 
and East Baton Rouge presented formal applications for surveys, plans, and 
estimates for parishwide drainage system in these respective parishes. In 
response thereto, complete plans and estimates were furnished and, as a result 
thereof, the three first-named parishes held bond-issue elections which were voted 
overwelmingly. East Baton Rouge Parish failed to carry such an election in 1950, 
1952, and 1953. With revenues so derived, supplemented by State funds, parish- 
wide drainage systems were completed in Ascension, Livingston, and Iberville 
Parishes. While I do not now have the exact figures, I am quite sure that funds 
in excess of $1 million were spent in each of these three parishes. Following 
the defeat of the bond issue in 1953, the governing authorities of the city of Baton 
Rouge and East Baton Rouge Parish, in sheer desperation, and to the detriment 
of other city services, elected to use sale-tax moneys and other revenues, supple- 
mented by State funds, to effect improvements on the city’s major outfall channels 
through which 65 percent of the surplus waters in Baton Rouge empty into Bayou 
Manchac. Asa result, Ward Creek, Dawson Creek, Bayou Duplantier, and Bayou 
Fountain were enlarged and straightened at a cost of more than $1 million. 
On Tuesday, April 5, 1955, the electorate of the parish favorably voted a 5-mill 
tax for 3 years as a pay-as-you-go plan capital improvements program in the 
amount of $10.4 million with funds supplemented by Federal and State which 
program includes among other things, $2 million additional money for the com- 
pletion of our parishwide drainage system which was planned in 1950 by the 
Louisiana State Department of Public Works. 

This drainage program is now well underway and, when completed, will include 
some 255 miles of improved channels. The 4 parishes herein mentioned will 
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then have spent upwards of $6 million in an effort to become relieved from the 
ravages of all-too-frequent floods. These floods occur annually and sometimes 
2 or 3 times during a 12-month period. In 1953, according to surveys made 
by the United States Corps of Engineers, East Baton Rouge Parish alone, suf- 
fered damages to the amount of $1,651,655 to say nothing of the 2 lives that were 
snuffed out on May 3 when Mrs. Edna Boudreaux and her grandson, John William 
Boudreaux, were drowned when swept off the old Jeffersor Highway into Ward 
Creek just south of the Baton Rouge Country Club. No one, of course, attempts 
to estimate in dollars and cents the cost of human beings. 


DISCRIPTION OF FEDERAL PROJECT 


According to the plans prepared by the United States Corps of Engineers, 
approved and authorized in 1955, the Comite River beginning at its mouth, is 
to be straightened, enlarged, and deepened for a distance of 14 miles upstream 
at an estimated cost of $360,000; the enlargement and straightening of the 
Amite River from the mouth of Bayou Manchac to a point 10 miles south of 
Port Vincent; the construction of a diversion channel 10 miles in length to con- 
nect the Amite River with Blind River and the clearing and snagging of Bayou 
Manchac from its mouth to its confluence with Bayou Fountain estimated to cost 
$3,610,000. Also included is the clearing and snagging of the Amite River from 
the mouth of the Comite River to the mouth of Bayou Manchac and clearing and 
shagging Of Blind River from the new diversion channel to Lake Maurepas which, 
together with rights-of-way, bridge structures, and other incidentals, is estimated 
at $242,000 or an overall cost of $4,212,000. 

It is my understanding from the State department of public works that Ascen- 
sion and Livington Parishes have already acquired the necessary rights-of-way 
for which those parishes are responsible and I know that East Baton Rouge 
Parish has agents now engaged in acquiring the rights-of-way for the Comite 
River improvements. It is hoped that contracts will be awarded for the Comite 
River portion and for a portion of the improvements on the lower Amite River 
by early fall of 1956, the costs thereof to be met by local interests. 

We are here before your honorable conimittee today to ask that Federal funds 
be appropriated for this project in the amount recommended by the United States 
Corps of Engineers for the fiscal year 1956-57, in order that the program may be 
continued without interruption and with a view to completing these long needed 
outfall channel improvements as early as practicable. 

We, of East Baton Rouge Parish, and I am sure that I am expressing the 
sentiments of the people of Ascension, Livingston, and Iberville Parishes, have 
the utmost confidence in the United States Corps of Engineers. We have the 
same high regard and esteem for our Louisiana State Department of Public Works 
under the guidance of Mr. Calvin T. Watts, State director, and his very able 
staff. These Federal and State agencies have, at all times, reflected a most 
sympathetic understanding of our perplexing drainage problems and have always 
been most cooperative. 

We are especially grateful to the Members of the Congress for having author- 
ized the Amite River project in 1955. We feel certain that when these proposed 
improvements, so ably planned, are completed, some 300,000 people in the 4 
parishes affected will be able to live free from the fear of floods that are now so 
frequently experienced and also the parishwide drainage systems in the 
parishes of Ascension, Iberville, Livingston, and East Baton Rouge, constructed 
solely through State and parish funds, will be enabled to function at full capacity 
instead of only partially so as is now the case. Your favorable consideration of 
our request for Federal funds will be most helpful in bringing about the relief 
and protection that we have so long endeavored to secure. 


J. Lester WHITE, 
Consulting Engineers and Supervisor, Capital Improvements Program, 
City of Baton Rouge and East Baton Rouge Parish. 

Mr. Wurrr. Honorable members of the committee, as supervising 
engineer and consulting engineer for the city of Baton Rouge and of 
our $1014 million apital improvements program which includes $2 
million for drainage, I am here before your committee with my asso- 
ciates who are officials of Baton Rouge and our parish councils to 
ask your indulgence and favorable consideration of the allocation 
of a portion of the Federal funds to construct this project, on the 
Amite and Comite Rivers and tributary projects. 
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Now the investigation and study of this project was included, 
among others, in the Federal Control Act of 1944 and because of this 
authorization, the studies and investigations began in 1949 for the 
improvements as a flood control measure and drainage program. 

I would like to explain to you the source of the Amite River and its 
tributaries. This is the Amite River and it goes on into this direction 
and heads at Liberty, Miss., 30 miles above the Louisiana-Mississippi 
State line, which is also the northern boundry of East Baton Rouge 
Parish. It travels 30 miles in a southeasterly direction to this point 
and on down through here. This point here is 54 miles above its 
mouth. The mouth of the river is at Lake Maurepas. Right here is 
the Amite River itself coming down to this point and going up. 

Mr. Jensen. Instead of saying “this point,” will you name the 
town? Will you name the place? “This point” doesn’t mean any- 
thing in the written record. 

Mr. Wuire. Yes, sir. The city is Baton Rouge. Now this Amite 
River divides into two parishes, East Baton Rouge on the west and 
Livingston Parish on the right down to this point, which is its con- 
fluence with Bayou Manchac. 

Bayou Manchac is 36 miles above the mouth of Amite River and 
extends in this direction back to the Mississippi River levee. All the 
drainage is in this direction. 

Mr. JENSEN. East and west. 

Mr. Wuitre. Yes, east and west: to this point here on the west. 
That is where the headwaters of Bayou Manchac start and empty into 
the Amite River. 

Now the Comite River is a principal tributary of Amite River and 
is about 5 miles above the Louisiana State line, which is the northern 
boundary of East Baton Rouge Parish. It comes into the parish and 
comes down and empties into the Amite River at this point, which 
is 50 miles from its headwaters, in other words, 45 miles in Ascension 
Parish and 5 miles in Mississippi. 

So involved in this project is the improvements on the Amite River, 
improvements on the Comite River, and improvements on the Bayou 
Manchac and the diversion channel to leave the Amite River 10 miles 
from its headwaters, I mean from its mouth and going in this direction 
to the south. 

Now these streams and present channels are unable to take the 
surplus waters into Lake Maurepas. This is Lake Maurepas. The 
waters go into Lake Maurepas. From Lake Maurepas they go to 
Lake Pontchartrain and from Lake Pontchartrain into the Gulf of 
Mexico. 

Because of the inability of these channels, because they are too smal] 
and too clogged up, the parishes of Ascension, Livingston, and East 
Baton Rouge and Iberville are unable to get their surplus waters into 
Lake Maurepas, and as a result they are flooded usually at least two 
times a year. 

Since 1940 we have had 30 floods, 1940 to 1956, and when these flood- 
waters come down from the State of Mississippi, the Comite River 
cannot take care of the water and it passes out through some of our 
channels and into the city of Baton Rouge and all over these lands out 
in here and the Amite River, in here, backs up to this point here, which 
is Port Vincent. 
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Mr. Macnvson. What the Congressman is interested in is that you 
identify the places you are talking about so that it will make sense in 
the written record. When you say “at = point here,” it means 
nothing in the written record. If you say “near some town” or “in an 
easterly direction” instead of saying “this Scart? it will help. 

Mr. Wurre. Yes, sir. This is Port Vincent, La., and in Port Vin- 

cent, every time the Amite River is up, the ground is all under water 
and people have to be evacuated. 

Now our greatest flood was in 1953 when we had the water all over 
this area and 300 families in the vicinity of the city of Baton Rogue, 
and East Baton Rouge Parish, had to be evacuated. Now this project 
was so serious last year, and has been so serious for many years, that 
it has become intolerable, and through our Congressmen and our Sen- 
ators, the public works committee of the house in 1955 and the public 
works committee of the senate in 1955 approved and authorized this 
project. 

The project then went to the Congress, both to the House and to the 
Senate, and received congressional authorization just prior to adjourn- 
ment of the first session in 1955. 

The authorization was predicated on the approval of the project 
which was then under consideration by the Chief of Engineers. That 
was inearly August. 

On September 20, Tuesday, the Corps of Engineers Board of 
Review for Rivers and Harbors considered this project, the Amite 
Rivers and tributaries project, and unanimously approved the project 
in September 1955. 

So we do have congressional authorization and the project has 
already been approved by the Corps of Engineers. 

Now I would like to tell you actually what the improvements con- 
sist of. The improvements consist of improving the Comite River 
from the Cypress Bayou, which is northeast of Baton Rouge, and 
improve the Comite River to its confluence with the Amite River 
which consists of 14 river-miles. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the nature of the improvements? 

Mr. Wuirer. The nature of the improvement is enlargement and 
realinement and deepening. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Wuirr. And the amount of excavation is 1,980,000 cubic yards 
to be removed from the Comite River. This 14 miles will be reduced 
to 10 miles by cutting all the treacherous bends out of it and accelerat- 
ing that water and deepening it from 5 to 7 feet in order to lower the 
flood plain. 

Now the Amite River itself from its confluence with the Comite 
River, a distance of 18 miles down to the mouth at Bayou Manchac, 
will consist of intermittent clearing and snagging. 

Then beginning at the mouth at B saxyou Manchac, which is at Port 
Vincent, La., the Amite River will be improved for a distance of 11 
miles just as the Corps of Engineers propose to improve the Comite 
River. In other words, this 11 miles of the Amite River will be 
widened and straightened with all the treacherous bends taken out of 
that river. 

Now at this point, which is opposie Frank Settlement, a community 
in Livingston Parish, there is proposed a diversion channel, a brand- 
new channel to leave the Amite River and extend in this southeaster ly 
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direction, a distance of 10 miles to empty directly into Blind River. 
This is Blind River and Blind River empties into Lake Maurepas. 

Now the bottom width of this proposed diversion channel will be 
120 feet in width with 3 to 1 slopes on either side and from that 
channel there are 12,980,000 cubic yards to be removed. 

The purpose of this diversion channel is to assist in flood times in 
getting the surplus waters out not only through the diversion channel 
but it will continue to go through the Amite River and out into Lake 
Maurepas, so as to have 2 channels instead of 1. 

Bayou Manchac is to be cleared and snagged from this point back 
to its confluence with Ward Creek, which is a channel that empties 
65 percent of the water from the city of Baton Rouge into Bayou 
Manchac. 

Bayou Manchac has a good section, a reasonably good section, but 
it is clogged with trees and undergrowth and sunken logs until it just 
cannot take care of the water as rapidly as East Baton Rouge Parish 
dumps it in by these improved channels. 

Now, the estimated cost of this project on the Amite River and its 
tributaries, including the diversion channel, is $4,212,000 overall cost. 
Of that the Corps of Engineers required local interests—and when 
I say “local interests” I mean the State of Louisiana and the 
three parishes involved—to take care of $1,204,000 of that overall 
cost and this we have agreed to do in writing. So Baton Rouge, the 
State of Louisiana, and the parishes of Ascension, Livingston, and 
East Baton Rouge have their money and stand ready to go on this 
project. 

Now, that represents 29 percent of the entire cost. 

The Corps of Engineers requires, under the policy that has been 
established, that we meet 24.7 percent of the construction cost alone 
on the Amite River and the diversion channel and the clearing of 
Bayon Manchac and that is $892,000 of local construction. They 
require that we meet 18.6 percent of the cost of construction alone 
on the 14 miles of the Comite River and that is $67,000. 

We have our money and we are ready to go. 

In 1949, when I was director of the State department of public 
works, 4 parishes—namely, Ascension, East Baton Rouge, Iberville, 
and Livingston—asked the State department of public works, through 
formal resolution, to make surveys and an estimate of cost for a 
parishwide drainage system in each of the 4 parishes. 

We did that and all 4 parishes held bond-issue elections to raise 
their 60 percent of the construction costs. 

Ascension Parish voted theirs about 10 to 1. 

Iberville voted theirs about 10 to 1. 

Livingston voted theirs about 870 votes for it and not a single vote 
against it. It was unanimous. 

Kast Baton Rouge Parish, unfortunately, failed to carry its election. 

So parishwide drainage systems were built in Ascension Parish. 
in Livingston Parish, Iberville Parish, but not in East Baton Rouge, 
because we tried to get it in 1952 and the election failed and we tried 
again in 1953 and the election again failed. 

Mr. Magnuson. Is the election decided by a simple majority? 

Mr. Wire. Yes, sir; a simple majority of the assessed valuation, 
together with a simple majority of the popular vote. 
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Now, in sheer desperation, the city parish administration of the city 
of Baton Rouge and East Baton Rouge Parish in 1955 decided to use 
a part of their sales tax money and all of their ¢ igarette and tobacco 
tax money to do something to relieve the city of Baton Rouge from 
constant flooding from these backwaters. 

So, with funds supplemented by the State department of public 
works, $1 million was spent in building these channels that you see 
in red. 

Now, I would like to point up just what those figures mean. This 
is a diagram of the channels that I showed there. Here is Ward 
Creek. Now, Ward Creek has three tributaries. It has Dawson 
Creek and it has Bayou Duplantier. This represents the city limits. 
This is the North Branch of Ward Creek and is now under construc- 
tion but these three channels were constructed in 1953 and 1954 with 
another channel known as Bayou Macon. In excess of $1 million 
was spent by East Baton Rouge Parish. We have a 30-foot fall from 
this point down to Bayou Manchae. 

We have a 9-foot fall from city limits of Baton Rouge in Dawson 
Creek down to its confluence with Ward Creek and we have a 7-foot 
fall in this Bayou Duplantier from the city limits into Dawson Creek, 
and these channels together take care of 65 percent of the surplus 
waters that fall in the city of Baton Rouge. 

Beige. to show you what we mean by improving these channels, here 

a picture of Ward Creek taken from this concrete bridge and this 
is s the concrete bannister before we put a machine in there. That is 
looking down on Ward Creek downstream, a mile and a half upstream 
from Bayou Manchac. 

This is taken from identically the same bridge with the same con- 
crete bannister in view after the machines had completed their work. 

This channel now has a 60-foot bottom, is 20 feet deep and 120 feet 
across the top, and we have a 30-foot fall into Bayou Manchac. 

This is Dawson Creek that I showed you and that empties into Ward 
Creek. This is Dawson Creek taken from the opposite bank of Ward 
Creek before we put any machine in Dawson Creek. 

Here is Dawson Creek after we finished the channel, which is 50 feet 
wide in the bottom, 100 feet across the top, and 20 feet deep, so the 
water goes down there with terrific force into Bayou Manchac. But 
Bayou Manchac and Amite River cannot take care of that much water 
without the proposed improvements. 

Now, the parish of Ascension, with Federal funds, has spent more 
than $1 million in their drainage system. The parish of Livingston 
spent more than $1 million for their parishwide drainage system. 
Iberville Parish has spent more than $1 million for their drainage 
system. Each Baton Rouge has spent more than $1 million for the 
channels that I have just shown you and in our capital-improvements 
program that was voted on Tuesday, April 5, 1955, we have $2 million 
set up, including State funds, to complete our parishwide drainage 
system in East Baton Rouge Parish. 

So that is now under construction with draglines on 2 of our chan- 
nels and when that is completed, the 4 parishes will have spent in 
excess of $6 million to try to take care of ourselves and protect our 
people from floods. 

We know that no one should come up here and ask the Federal 
Government to do it all. We agree with General Sturges on the 
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statement he made in Cleveland, Miss., in 1953 when he was addressing 
the levee board associations of that State. He said that while the 
Federal Government should participate in the cost of flood control 
and drainage, no one—no local, State, or State subdivision—should 
come to the Congress and ask for all of this help without doing some- 
thing by themselves. We are 100 percent for that, and we feel that 
we have shown the courage and the determination to do what we can 
to help ourselves. 

We were certainly not going to sit there idly by and say, “We will 
drown if the Federal Government doesn’t come in here.” So we are 
proud of what we have done locally and we do feel that this project 
which was recommended by the district engineer in New Orleans, 
when it left that office last April on its way to the Chief of Engineers, 
it bore his recommendation, it went through channels to General 
Harden, the division engineer at Vicksburg, and to that he added his 
recommendations and now it is unanimously approved by the Corps 
of Engineers and has the authorization of Congress. 

Now, the benefit-to-cost ratio is all-important. On the Comite 
River itself we have a benefit-cost ratio of 5.07 to 1. 

On the Amite River, including the diversion channel and the clear- 
ing at Bayou Manchac, we have 1.34 to 1 or an overall benefit-cost ratio 
of 1.77 to 1; and so we feel that we have a good project, the corps 
feels that it is a good project, and evidently the Congress felt so or we 
wouldn’t have received that authorization for which we are indeed 
grateful. 

Now we are ready to go ahead with this, and surveys have been made 
by the State department of public works through Mr. Watts, the 
director, and we have the plans about complete for the Comite River 
but it is not our desire, nor would the corps permit it, we know, to 
do anything on the Comite and accelerate that water into the Amite 
before we did something down here to relieve these people in the lower 
areas and certainly the people of east Baton Rouge Parish have no 
desire to do anything that would add to the burden of these people 
down in Ascension or Livingston because a parish couldn’t have better 
neighbors than we have in those two parishes. 

So the plans have already been made for this channel and it has 
been agreed by the corps that the State department of public works 
and the parishes will be permitted to do work up to the amount that 
they are obligated to do plus furnishing all the rights-of-way, plus 
the cost of alterations in br idge struc tures, any new br idge structures, 
or any telephone poles or c cables to be moved. Ascension and Livi ing- 
ston Parishes now have the rights-of-way for this diversion. 

East Baton Rouge Parish has agents now securing the rights-of-way 
on the Comite River and those rights- of-way we have estimated will 
cost us $145 an acre. We have 260 acres to acquire on the Comite 
River. 

So it is the plan of the State department of public works to let a 
contract, of course, all approved by the Corps of Engineers, and 
under their supervision, to build a part of the channel through here 
or a part of the channel with a 30-foot bottom width in order to give 
an opening to take care of any acceleration of floods that we might 

cause due to the fact that we have improved under the plan the 
Comite River. 
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Mr. Maanuson. Colonel, we are running way behind our schedule, 
and we scennnneeeer the time allotted to you. 

Mr. Wuire. I am through. I believe we have a good case. Our 
people are in a able and we are serious about this and we would 
suggest that of the $3,800,000 that is to be chargeable to the Federal 
Government that we have appropriated, if you see fit, one-third of that 
or $1 million, because we are going to let contracts and we would like 
to have the work go on continuously without interruption with the 
Federal Government doing their share. 

Mr. Magnuson. The Budget Bureau did not approve any funds for 
this project ¢ 

Mr. Wurirtr. No, sir. My understanding is that the Bureau of the 

Budget had made up the budget before this was authorized by the 
Congress so we can’t say whether they would or would not have done 
so, because the budget was comple ‘ted before this was authorized and 
approved by Congress and approved by the Chief of Engineers. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jensen. Colonel, have you asked the Bureau of the Budget 
to make any request of C ongress for this $1 million ¢ 

Mr. Wuirr. No, sir: we have not been in contact with the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

Mr. JeNseN. I don’t know what the committee will do on this re 
quest, but I do want to say it was a very fine and complete statement 
of this project and I am sure that the committee and Mr. Magnuson 
and I understand your problem very thoroughly. 

Mr. Wurre. That is all I h: ave to say, Mr. Chairman. 

Could I have 1 minute to explain what might appear as a discrep- 
ancy between my brief and what Mr. Watts will present ? 

Mr. Magnuson. Yes. 

Mr. Wurre. In 1953 at the most terrific flood we ever had except the 
1921 flood, the Corps of Engineers from Vicksburg sent engineers in 
there and made a survey of east Baton Rouge Parish, Ascension, 
Iberville, and after they scnanieiel that they sent me a copy to Baton 
Rouge and that copy showed that east Baton Rouge Parish alone 
suffered a dam: ige of $1,650,000 and that is what I have stated in here. 
Mr. Watts showed that what he got from the Chief of Engineers, which 
was based on a refundable plan to the States to reimburse the parishes 
and cities for damage to roads and streets and bridges and so they 
cut out of that, which I had, all real estate and all damage to homes. 
You could not return all the loss of time, man-hours in our industries 
that put them behind in production. So that is the difference between 
my estimate and Mr. Watts’ estimate. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Morrison. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
would like to point out that we have quite a large contingent here in 
support of project from Baton Rouge. 

Now we have one more witness and I am going to ask him to be very 
brief and to try to limit his statement to 1 or 2 minutes and that is 
Mr. Calvin T. Watts, who is the State director of public works. 

Will you be brief, Mr. Watts, and at this time I want to thank the 
committee for their indulgence in allowing us to go overtime in explain- 
ing this project. 


Mr. Warts. I will be very brief. 
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STATEMENT OF CALVIN T. WATTS 


Mr. Warts. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Calvin T. Watts, director of public works for the State of Louisiana. 
In Louisiana the responsibility of the public works includes the devel- 
opment of flood-control storage, irrigation and navigation projects, 
and as a planning agency of the State it must consider flood control on 
native streams and formulate plans for full development of all the 
resources of Louisiana. 

The Department acts as a liaison agency coordinating flood-control 
activities between the State and its political subdivisions on the one 
hand and the Federal Government and its agenceis on the other. 

[ have here a brief prepared by the State department of public works 
in support of Amite River and its tributaries which I would like to file 
for the record. 

Since Colonel White has so ably described the project, I will not go 
further into details except to say that on June 8, 1955, a letter to 
Colonel Tench, who was then district engineer for the New Orleans 
district, Corps of Engineers, was received from Mr. Roy T. Sessums, 
then director of the depar tment of public works, approving the projects 
and gave assurances that the requirements for local contributions on 
the projects would be furnished. 

I would like to also file a copy of this letter for the record. The 
State and local interests agreed to perform their proportionate share 
of the construction work instead of making a cash contribution. To 
be explicit the department agreed that it and East Baton Rouge Par- 
ish would perform all the work called for on the Comite River and the 
department alone would excavate 4,900,000 cubic yards of the 112,- 
980,000 cubic yards called for in the diversion channel. 

We have prepared right-of-way maps, and local agencies are secur- 
ing necessary rights- of-w ay valued by the Corps ‘of Engineers at 
$147,000. 

Plans and specifications are now being prepared to let a contract 
on a portion of the excavation to be done by the State and local inter- 
ests. These plans and specifications are being coordinated with the 
Corps of Engineers to be sure that the work “proposed by the State 
and local interests fit into the overall plan of improvements being 
prepared for them. 

On behalf of the parishes of Livingston, Ascension, East Baton 
Rouge, West Feliciana, Iberville, Helena, St. James, and the city of 
Baton Rouge, La., the State of Louisiana, through the department of 
public works, requests that the Congress appropriate sufficient funds 
to the Corps of Engineers to start construction on their portion of the 
Amite River and tributary projects. 

In conclusion T would like to say this is a most worthwhile project 
and whereas the State money and parish money is being spent, if this 
committee, in its wise discretion and judgment, does. grant the $1 
million requested, the whole project could go along without any hitch 
in complete unison to where it would stop and alleviate this flood 
control because where you drain the city of Baton Rouge it is true 
that you take the water away from the city but without this overall 

flood-control plan you dump it into thousands and thousands of acres 
of farmlands and other parts that are necessary to be taken care of, 
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too; so where you alleviate the flood here, you make a flood greater 
below Baton Rouge and by this $1 million appropriation and the 
Federal Government doing their part along with what the city and 
parish has done, it would eliminate the floods from this area which 
have been very, very critical in the past. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Maenuson. I think I can say, Mr. Morrison, the subcommittee 
is impressed with the extent to which people down there are trying to 
help themselves and they certainly will receive every consideration in 
connection with this project. 

Mr. Morrison. Thank you. 

Mr. Warts. May I file this for the record ? 

Mr. Maenuson. Yes. We will look all of this over. 

(Statement referred to follows :) 


STATE OF LOUISIANA, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, 
Baton Rouge, June 8, 1955. 
Col. C. T. TENCH, 
District Engineer, New Orleans District Corp of Engineers, 
United States Army, New Orleans, La. 

DraR CoLONEL TENCH: Reference is made to your letter of April 7, 1955, re 
questing that the department of public works and local interests approve the 
proposed plan for the Amite River and tributaries and provide the five items of 
local cooperation as listed in your letter. 

The department of public works has reviewed the proposed plan for the Amite 
River and tributaries, and has discussed it with the governing bodies of Living 
ston, Ascension, and East Baton Rouge Parishes. Both the department of public 
works and the representatives of these parishes approve the plan as proposed. 

In order that this letter may be clear and explicit, the items of local coopera- 
tion will be discussed separately. Items 1, 3, and 4, have been discussed and ex 
plained to Mr. Leon Geismar, president of Ascension Parish police jury, Mr. W. F. 
Allen, president of the Livingston Parish police jury, and Mr. Jesse L. Webb, 
mayor-president of the East Baton Rouge Parish city-parish government. All 
three agencies have expressed a willingness to fulfill the requirements of items 1, 
3, and 4 of local cooperation. 

The department of public works will fulfill the requirements under item 2 as 
to the construction and alteration of highway bridges and will make arrangements 
for the alterations of pipelines and other public utilities. 

Item 5 calls for a cash contribution from local interests of $813,500 on the 
Amite River and Bayou Manchac section, and $64,300 on the Comite River sec- 
tion or a total of $877,800. The Department of Public Works and local interests 
will be unable to make a cash contribution, but will, instead, perform with their 
own funds an amount of construction work equivalent to the percentage of the 
total job as represented by the cash contribution called for. To be more explicit 
the department of public works and East Baton Rouge Parish will perform all of 
the 1,925,000 cubic yards of excavation called for in the Comite River. The 
department of public works alone will excavate 4,900,000 cubie yards of the 
12,980,000 cubic yards called for in the diversion canal. This work will be done 
in accordance with Corps of Engineers plans and specifications. We would appre- 
ciate the report being written in such a manner as to allow us to proceed with 
this work as soon as the project is authorized. 

There are two additional items which the department of public works and the 
parish of East Baton Rouge would like to have included in the project. These 
are the clearing and snagging of the Amite River from Bayou Manchae to the 
Comite River, and Bayou Manchae from Ward Creek to Bayou Fountain. Your 
favorable consideration of these requests will be most appreciated. 

Please advise us as soon as possible as to whether these assurances are satis 
factory as we are very anxious to see the survey report on the Amite River and 
tributaries completed so that it may be considered for authorization by the present 
Congress. 

Yours very truly, 
Roy T. Sessums, Director. 
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AMITE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 
Amite River 

The Amite River has its origin in Mississippi and flows through Louisiana 
to Lake Maurepas in the southeast corner of the State and drains an area of 
approximately 2,000 square miles. It is the drainage outlet for all of a major 
part of the following parishes: East Baton Rouge, Livingston, West Feliciana, 
St. Helena, Ascension, Iberville, and St. James; including the city of Baton 
Rouge, La. In order to develop the maximum agricultural potentialities of the 
area, a comprehensive drainage program is being carried out by the State of 
Louisiana and its political subdivisions. The proper functioning of this vast 
drainage system is contingent upon an adequate plan of channel improvement of 
the Amite River and its principal tributaries. 

Comite River 

The Comite River has its origin in Wilkinson and Amite Counties, Miss., and is 
the principal tributary of the Amite River, having a drainage area of about 375 
square miles. 

An area of about 27 square miles of highly developed industrial and resi- 
dential area, embracing nearly 25 percent of the city of Baton Rouge, con- 
tributes storm runoff to the Comite River through Cypress Bayou and Hurricane 
Creek. During periods of extreme high stages on the Comite River, floodwaters 
back up these two tributaries and cause extensive flooding over this highly de- 
veloped area. Overtopping of the highways is common, resulting in damages 
to the highways and disruption of traffic for several days. Such flooding, caus- 
ing extensive damages to residential and industrial property, occurred on May 
20-21, 1951. The people living in this area are under a constant threat of a 
recurrence of a flood equal to or greater than that of May 1953. 

In order to prevent this backwater flooding from the river and the frequent 
overtopping of highways it is necessary to improve Comite River by enlargement 
and cutoffs upstream from its confluence with the Amite River to the mouth of 
Cypress Bayou, a distance of approximately 14 river miles. 


STATEWIDE DRAINAGE PLAN 


There have been completed or is under contract in these parishes under the 
statewide drainage program, in excess of 12,100,000 cubic yards of excavation at 
a cost of over $1,410,000. It is planned to excavate an additional 6 million cubic 
yards at an estimated cost of approximately $900,000. These figures are ex- 
clusive of the cost of drainage structures, rights-of-ways, ete. 


Flood damages 


The average annual damages in Louisiana due to flooding on the Amite and 
Comite Rivers is estimated to be in excess of $155,000. During April and May 
1953 damages from flooding occurred which aggregated over $700,000. In the 
city of Baton Rouge the equivalent of about 1,300 city blocks or 11 percent of the 
area of the city was flooded. 

LOCAL CONTRIBUTIONS 


The total estimated cost of the Amite River, La. project is $4,212,000. Local 
interest will contribute $1,204,000 of this amount. The local contribution is 
distributed as follows: 


First cost 














Item | Total | Federal | Non-Federal 
Amite River, diversion channel and Bayou Manchac: | 

Construction _-......-.-- SLES LISS SSR SPF” ES | $3, 606, 000 $2, 714, 000 $892, 000 
bien Rey i ee Orr eee ee OND |. ---wrsees 68, 000 
nS PN ntecseagnwnien 108, 000 
aD ieee 2G ei AL ae) 2 bs Oy eee | 8,782,000 | —-2, 714, 000 | 1, 068, 000 

Comite River: Sy ieee ae 
SS A EEA ATR ELT LOO EL H RE CON lee | $361, 000 294, 000 67, 000 
I to ee ee eee oe ee | on ARS 80, 000 
a a ee DEG hcocccucacudsue 39, 000 
A a a oT te 430, 000 | 294, 000 | 136, 000 











RAIN it den 2 oe Sit lala 


inane 2 


ae 





115 


Thus, in accordance with the provisions by the Corps of Engineers’ recommen- 
dations local interests would then contribute 24.7 percent of the cost of the 
Amite River work and 18.6 percent of the Comite River work or else perform 
the equivalent thereof in actual execution of the work involved. The State of 
Louisiana through the department of public works, and local interests, adopting 
the latter alternative, has completed the necessary field surveys on Amite and 
Comite Rivers and is in the process of acquiring the necessary rights-of-way and 
will perform all the work required of local interests on the Amite River and the 
Comite River. 

On behalf of the parishes of Livingston, Ascension, East Baton Rouge, East 
Feliciana, Iberville, St. Helena, St. James, and the city of Baton Rouge, the 
State of Louisiana, the department of public works, requests that the Congress 
appropriate at least $500,000 for the initiation of construction on the Amite 
River and tributaries project. 

Respectfully submitted. 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, 
STATE OF LOUISIANA, 

CaLvIN T. Watts, Director. 

Hu B. Myers, Chief Engineer. 


KANSAS FLoop-ConrroL Progects 
WITNESSES 


HON. ERRETT P. SCRIVNER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 

WILLIAM G. CALVERT, PRESIDENT, MO-ARK FLOOD CONTROL ASSO- 
CIATION 

WILLARD J. BREIDENTHAL, PRESIDENT, RIVERVIEW STATE PARK, 
KANSAS CITY, KANS. 

EVERETT WINTER, VICE PRESIDENT, MISSISSIPPI VALLEY ASSO- 
CIATION 

CHARLES L. WILSON, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF IOLA, KANS. 

LAMAR PHILLIPS, MARIAS DES CYGNES VALLEY FLOOD CONTROL 
ASSOCIATION 

GEORGE E. LISTER, PRESIDENT, PEOPLES NATIONAL BANK, 
OTTAWA, KANS. 

DONALD R. CAPPER, CITY CLERK OF OTTAWA, KANS. 

ROY DRIVER, QUENENO, KANS. 

LEW PARAMORE, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, MO-ARK FLOOD CON. 
TROL ASSOCIATION 


STRAWN RESERVOIR 


Mr. Magnuson. Our next witness is Congressman Scrivner, of 
Kansas. 

Mr. Scrivner. There are two matters before you at this time. One 
relates to the Strawn Reservoir. It is a rather small river but once 
in a while it gets on a rampage and sometimes flows almost as much 
water in the flood stage as the Kansas River in flood stage does. It 
is, as I say, a small project. The sparkplug, as we have in every com- 
munity, one man who really takes the leadership of the thing, has 
died since last year and the result is that he could not be here today, 
but I do have one statement from the mayor of the city of Iola which 
gives a fairly and complete detailed story of the situation on the 
Neosho and particularly as it affects the city of Iola and tomorrow, 
or the next day, if the chairman will permit, I will have a similar 
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resolution from the Board of Commissioners of Iola County Council. 
Mr. Maenuson. You would like this filed for the record ? 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES L. WILSON 


Mr. Wuson. Yes. I am Charles L. Wilson and my district "a 
pens to be on the eastern and northern part of Kansas and all the 
water from the rest of the State comes down on me. 
That is one reason why I appear here on several of these projects. 
(Letter referred to follows:) 


eA sees 


THE CIty oF Iona, KANS., 
March 16, 1956. 
Hon. Errett P. SCRIVNER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. | 


Dear Mr. Scrivner: The governing body of Iola has authorized me to prepare 
this statement confirming our firm belief that the construction of the dams on 
the Neosho and Cottonwood Rivers, as proposed by the Corps of Army Engi- 
neers, is vital to the future growth and development of this entire area. 

The Members of the Congress have often heard of the terrific loss suffered by 
those living in the Neosho Valley during the periodic floods upon this erratic 
stream. 

However, they may be less familiar with the losses caused by long periods of 
drought during which the only sure source of water for city dwellers and : 
farmers alike is this same river which has stopped flowing several times in ! 
the past 3 years. 

The water-control program designed by the Army engineers will not only 
lessen the danger of floods, it will conserve the water, now wasted, for use when : 
it is so critically needed. j 

We anticipate continuing benefits during both wet and dry periods if the 
dams, as proposed, are constructed on the Cottonwood and Neosho Rivers at 
Cedar Creek, Council Grove, Marion, and Strawn. Of the four, the Strawn 
Reservoir is the key structure. 

Let us review briefly the damage inflicted on Allen County during the 1951 
flood. These are described in detail in the publication 82-7 entitled “Hearings 
Before the Committee on Public Works, House of Representatives, 82d Congress, 

Ist Session, on the Destructive Floods in Kansas and Missouri, July 1951.” 

The loss in this county was determined to be $6,386,923 or 19.8 percent of the 
assessed valuation of Allen County. 

The per capita loss to each of the county’s citizens was $351.47. This does not 
include the substantial drop in the value of the farms, industrial plants, and 
residential properties which were in the flood zone. 

The 1951 flood was followed by a severe drought which is continuing, with the 
exception of sporadic rains, and the entire area is now threatened with an inade- 
quate supply of water. 3 

In the summers of 1953, 1954, and 1955, water from the Neosho River was the § 
sole supply not enly for the townspeople along its banks but for thousands of 
farmers who transport water by truckloads from town to their homes. 

In the fall of 1953 the Neosho River at Iola stopped flowing for 60 days. It 
was then furnishing water to LaHarpe and Gas City as well as hundreds of 
farmers. ‘The city was prepared to ship water to Yates Center, where the reser- 


wien i 


a 
voir was virtualiy empty. } 
A truly tragic condition was averted only because Iola has an exceptionally 
large reservoir on the Neosho and by opportune rains which eased the shortage in 
nearby communities. 
However, during those 60 days the only water flowing to Humboldt, Chanute, ; 


and other towns south of Iola was that which passed through its sewage disposal 
plant. 

In 1954 and 1955 the river again stopped flowing at Iola although for shorter 
periods. | 


The importance of the Iola Reservoir on the Neosho River to agriculture is 
revealed, in part, by the fact that farmers obtained 9,966,025 gallons of water 
from Iola, 2,398,710 gallons from LaHarpe, and 2,104,500 gallons from Humboldt 
during 1955. AU three towns obtain their supply from the Neosho. 
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In the 1870's Kansas endured a drought which was no more severe than the 
current dry spell. During that period, the Neosho River became bone dry and 
hundreds of settlers were forced to flee. 

The* relatively small dams, built by municipalities, prevented a repetition of 
that disaster during the past 3 years but the Neosho, several times, was re 
duced to a series of stagnant ponds sufficient to sustain the area for only a few 
weeks. Only timely rains prevented the complete exhaustion of our water supply 

However, during this period the Fall River Reservoir maintained a steady flow 
in the Verdigris River, providing Fedonia, Neodesha, Independence, Coffeyville, 
and Cherryvale with an ample supply of fresh water. The drought in that area, 
which is but 75 to SO miles south of Iola, was as severe as along the Neosho. 

The Fall Rivey Reservoir not only reduced the 1951 flood on the Verdigris to a 
minor episode—it retained the excess water for use during the drought which 
followed. 

The installation has dramatically demonstrated that the program proposed 
by the Corps of Army Engineers provides a solution for Kansas’s most pressing 
problem—the conservation and use of water—in the valleys of its principal 
rivers. 

As a consequence there is no opposition in this valley to the construction of 
the proposed dams on the Neosho and Cottonwood Rivers and we strongly urge 
that you take favorable action on appropriations to speed the planning and con 
struction of the dam at Strawn and the upstream reservoirs. 

Yours very truly, 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS, 
By Craries L. WILSON, 
Mavyor 


MARAIS DES CYGNES VALLEY FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Scrivner. The next project is the project on the Marais Des 
Cygnes. I want to call your attention for instance to this ad which 
appeared in the Ottawa Herald, “Do you remember?” And of 
course we do remember the flood of 1951 on that little river which 
looks rather insignificant but when it goes on a rampage, as you will 
be told, it floods at least once every year and we never know what 
month; it is just as apt to flood in December as it is in June. 

I have here with me some very fine friends: Mr. Lamar Phillips, 
the reporter on the Ottawa Herald will be the principal spokesman. 
George Lister is president of Peoples’ National Bank. Don Capper 
is city clerk of the city of Ottawa and Roy Griener who is from up the 
river will tell you more about it, what the views of some of the farmers 
up the river h: - been about it as compared to some you have already 
heard and Mr. Lou Paramore, who is the executive dicate of e 
Ark and J. M. Calvert, who is president of Mo-Ark and Willard . 
Breidenthal, of Kansas City, who has been interested in these esa 
control matters for many, many years will also speak. I will not take 
any more time. 

You have gone far past your time and I am quite appreciative of 
the fact you “will hear these witnesses this evening so that we will 
not have to stay over and be held over tomorrow morning. I will now 
introduce Mr. Lamar Phillips, of Ottawa, Kans. 

Mr. MAanvuson. You have several witnesses, Mr. Scrivner, and { 
do hope they realize our time is limited. 

Mr. Scrivner. Some of them will not talk at all. 


STATEMENT OF LAMAR PHILLIPS 


Mr. Puturs. Mr. Chairman, I know the committee has had a long 
day and if I may take a few minutes for my statement I will ap- 
preciate it. 
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Iam Lamar Phillips. My home is in Ottawa, Kans. I am a news 
reporter on the Ottawa Herald. I represent the members of the 
Marais des Cygnes Valley Flood Control Association, and many other 
residents of the valley. 

I am here today to urge that this subcommittee take favorable ac- 
tion recommending additional planning funds for the Army engineer 

lan for control of the Marais des Cygnes-Osage River (Kansas- 
fissouri). 

In brief, this is the situation in our valley. 

The valley has had 50 floods in little more than 50 years. Damage 
from floods has been extremely heavy. One flood alone, that of July 
1951, caused damages of about $5,500,000 in the city of Ottawa alone, 
and more than $30 million in the valley. 

There have been droughts between the floods that in some cases have 
almost depleted the water supply of river communities. 

The Army engineers recommended, 9 years ago, a plan calling for 
9 reservoirs, plus local protection w ork at Ottawa and Osawatomie. 

No construction work has been done, but we are grateful for the 
steps the Congress has taken, moving the program forward into the 
start of the planning phase, through appropriation of $75,000 last 
year, following authorization in 1954. 

We desire, of course, that our program be put into construction as 
soon as possible, but we realize that many others rivers also need this 
type of work to protect other parts of the Nation. 

Despite our acknowledged impatience, we feel that the really im- 
portant responsibility of C ongress is to pursue a policy that will mean 
a continuing, orderly development program for the entire Missouri 


River Basin. 
POMONA RESERVOIR AND OTTAWA CHANNEL 


We want to be a part of that development program. 

The appropriations recommended for the coming fiscal year include 
$60,000 for Pomona Reservoir in our valley, and $80,000 for Ottawa 
Channel improvement. 

We hope these sums will move these two projects along together so 
both may go into construction at the same time, since they are designed 
to work ‘together. 

If there is any possibility that the $60,000 for Pomona Reservoir 
will not move that planning work along with the planning for the 
Ottawa Channel improvement, we would like to urge that the sub- 
committee give consideration to raising the Pomona figure. 

We feel, however, that it is a decision that should be made on rec- 
ommendation of the Army engineers only, since we are not engineers. 

We will be grateful for the appropriation of the recommended sums. 
We respectfully urge that the recommendations be approved. 

That concludes my statement. I will be glad to answer any ques- 
tions. 

Mr. Magnuson. Do you have some idea of how much more than 
$60,000 it could mean ? 

Mr. Puuturrs. I have heard it said, possibly by some of the people 
in the river associations, that $100,000 would be more suitable. The 
Pomona project has a total estimated cost of $13 million. The Ottawa 
Channel improvement has an estimated cost of $3 million. Since 
$80,000 had been recommended for the Ottawa Channel improvement 
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and only $60,000 for the $13 million reservoir, I have raised that ques- 
tion. I myself don’t know. 

Mr. Maanuson. They are different types of work? 

Mr. Puiuirs. That ‘is true. I am only as anxious as all of our 
people are to see the reservoir construction go along with the local 
improvement works since they are designed. 

Mr. Maanvuson. Have you heard what vour district engineer rec 
ommended for planning for Pomona ? 

Mr. Pumps. No; not definitely. We were before the Bureau of 
the Budget in October and were recommending a considerably larger 
sum. That was scaled down to $80,000 for Ottawa and $60,000 for 
Pomona. I merely raised that question because, as I say, we are 
anxious for it to go through. 

Mr. Scrivner. I might interject here that Mr. Phillips is too modest 
to mention that the city of Ottawa is having a bond election where 
they themselves will vote $770,000 to help protect themselves. 

I may be overly optimistic but everybody there is for it, and I 
predict it will carry by a huge majority. They lived through this 
thing once and do not want to have it again. 

Mr. Puiiies. As I say, Mr. Capper’s statement will go into that 
bond issue. 

Mr. JENSEN. How many dams are involved in this project ? 

Mr. Puiuires There are 9 altogether, 5 in Kansas and 4 in Mis 
souri. It will take two dams above Ottawa plus the Ottawa Channel 
improvement. 

Mr. Jensen. We just had a group in here objecting to this project. 

Mr. Puiwiirs. It is entirely possible. 

Mr. Jensen. And this is going to inundate about 18,000 acres of 
fertile land ? 

Mr. Puiuirs. In Osage County ? 

Mr. JENsEN. I don’t remember whether it was Osage County or not. 

Mr. Putitiies. There are two reservoirs designed for Osage County, 
Melvern, and Pomona. Each will perm: inently inundate about 2,400 
acres. That 2,400 acres represents about one-tenth of the capacity 
of those reservoirs. 

Mr. Macnuson. When you say “permanently inundate”? 

Mr. Pumuies. That is nine-tenths. The other one-tenth will be for 
flood control for the storage of floodwaters. 

Mr. JENSEN. How many will be inundated when the reservoirs are 
full? 

Mr. Pures. If they were clear full, in the case of a major storm, 
that would completely use their capacity, I suppose you mean? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Puiures. In other words, the land that the Government will 
purchase somewhere in the neighborhood of 9,000 acres each. 

Mr. Jensen. How many acres will it be all together ? 

Mr. Puiiurps. 18,000 acres purchased by the Government. 

Mr. JENSEN. Now those cities are not only interested in flood con- 
trols, they are also interested in water supply; are they not ? 

Mr. Pumps. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. And they know, of course, they will be required to pay 
a certain amount é 

Mr. Puiiires. That is right. 
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Mr. Jensen. Under the Soil Conservation Watershed Act there are 
those who believe that sufficient water can be held on the upper land 
by soil-conservation practices which will make it unnecessary to build 
these high dams, and right there is the difference. It would not be 
a correct statement in all cases. 

We are attempting to get the Watershed Act amended to permit 
municipalities to purchase or to pay for that-part of a flood-cantrol 
dam that is necessary for a municipal water supply that would be 
necessary for flood control and the municipalities to pay that extra 
amount that is over and above what is considered necessary for natural 
flood control in a watershed project. Now, of course, I know that there 
are times, and all of us know there are times when high dams are neces- 
sary for flood control. The soil-conservation program is flood pre- 
vention to prevent the flood before it gets down to the maximum 
state. 

T have not made up my mind on this matter, although I am really 
interested in soil conservation because I have a pilot watershed project 
in my district which I think is going to be known as the model water- 
shed project. That was just dedicated and the soil is kept. where. it is 
and it prevents the flood in the lower regions above the valley. _Mu- 
nicipalities, of course, are being hit quite hard for water. My little 
town has had a water shortage. 

We would like very much to have a watershed project on what we call 
the Davis Creek. I have asked for surveying funds and my town will 
be willing to pay that portion that is necessary to build a dam higher 
in order to take care of this little water supply over and above the 
flood level; but, as I say, we have this act and a request has been made 
already by Congressman Poage, of Texas, who is on the Agriculture 
Committee. In fact the committee has already voted out a bill and 
the Agticulture Committee has an amendment to the bill. That is now 
before the Rules Committee. 

I am explaining this to you because I feel sure that that amend- 
ment will be adopted by the Congress and, if it is, then your munici- 
palities can get water from the lower dams. 

As I say, there is need, of course, for high dams at many places and 
[ have voted for many of them but we do not want to vote for a high, 
expensive dam, if we can do this thing through the Soil Conservation 
Act and still give the municipalities a chance and opportunity to get 

yater from the reservoir for which they paid. 

I am bringing this to your attention so that the municipalities will 
know that the Congress is interested in a water supply for the munici- 
palities for which the municipalities will pay a reasonable amount. 

That is all I have to say. 

Mr. Putnuirs. May I say this. I have followed soil conservation 
very closely. I have very good friends in it. I believe in it. It is 
my understanding the so-called small-dam program calls for dams that 
will take care of from 214 to 4 inches of runoff in a given area. That 
is the general practice, so I am told by the Soil Conservation people. 

The dams which I have just spoken of in this report would call for 
controlling a runoff of 9 inches which would be required in our valley. 

Mr. Jensen. Unless the water was held where it would fall. 

Mr. Puinutrs. That is right. 

Now do I have permission to read a statement of the Department of 
Agriculture regarding the soil-conservation program as provided to 
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me by Senator Schoeppel? I have it with me. It is just one short 
paragraph. 

Mr. M. AGNUSON. Yes; go ahead. 

Mr. Pritzips. I wrote Senator Schoeppel, asking him to get this 
information. The question I asked was, What is the responsibility 
and what is the capability of the Department of Agriculture soil- 
conservation program in relation to floods? And he took the Tuttle 
Creek as a prime example because this same thing has been recom- 
mended for that valley. This, coming from the Office of the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, is as follows 

In the event that Tuttle Creek Dam is not built the watershed program, in- 
cluding the small retarding struciures, would provide significant benefits from 
the smaller floods in the main stream flood plain below the dam site; however, 
the deduction and discharge for major floods such as that of 1951 would be 
relatively small as compared with the effects of a major reservoir such as Tuttle 
Creek. Hence, our programs are not in any sense a substitute for major flood 
control reservoirs of the kind — by the Corps of Engineers for purposes of 
protecting the significant areas 

He sent me that at one time in 1952 not long after a flood, and again 
in 1955. That is dated July 29, 1955. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, the Army engineers and Soil Conservation 
Service are cooperating completely. 

Mr. Puiurrs. I might say, because I think it is pertinent to this, 
that in House Document 549, which embraced this report of the Corps 
of Engineers, is a statement by the Department of Agriculture. It 
says: 

We have examined the report of the Corps of Engineers for the Marais des 
Cygnes Valley flood-control program and we find nothing in it which conflicts 
in any way with any program we have. 

You will find it in House Document No. 549, which is the basis of 
our House document through which we got our authorization. 

Mr. Magnuson. Have you any further witnesses ? 

Mr. Pues. I would like to introduce Mr. Lister. He is president 
of the Peoples National Bank of Ottawa, Kans. I am sure he will be 
as brief as you need him to be. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE E. LISTER 


Mr. Lister. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, with 
your permission I will give you my statement, and thank you for your 
past courtesies, and that is ail I wills: Ly. 

Mr. Macnuson. Thank you. It will be filed. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE EK. LISTER 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am George Lister. I am 
president of the Peoples National Bank, of Ottawa, Kans. Members of my 
family have been farmers in the Marais des Cygnes Valley since 1859. In a few 
words, I am going to try to tell you about the economic impact of the 1951 flood 
on the business and farm properties in and near Ottawa, which I believe is 
typical of any part of the valley. 

We realize that the 1951 flood was the greatest of all floods, but the results 
have been the same in one degree or another for approximately 50 years of 
recorded weather history and, according to old settlers, for many years prior to 
that time. 





Two of the agencies that helped greatly in our rehabilitation after the 1951 
flood were the RFC, which came to the rescue of businesses and homeowners 
alike when local institutions were unable to meet their needs; and the Red Cross, 
which came into the community and spent $265,000 in restoration of homes and 
businesses. 

It is also interesting to note that the Soil Conservation Service spent $210,000 
in Franklin County alone on restoration work on flooded farms damaged in the 
1951 disaster. I understand that approximately $170,000 was spent by the 
same Service for civilian work in Osage County. 

At the present time many businesses in Ottawa are still paying RFC loans 
which were necessitated by our last major flood. There are also a number of 
farmers who, in the past 5 years, have not sufficiently recovered from this last 
flood to go through another one. 

At least $30 million was spent in disaster and relief work by the Federal Gov- 
ernment following the 1951 flood. In addition there is no way of accurately 
measuring the loss of income taxes due to the failure of businesses and farms to 
operate at a profit. Also this impact is felt locally because of lower county 
property evaluation of flood lands which causes all other property to be evaluated 
proportionately higher to meet our local budget. 

In view of these facts, we feel that this is a sound investment for the Federal 
Government and we urge that this river program for the Marais des Cygnes River 
be allowed to progress along with others in the Nation and particularly in the 
Missouri River Basin. In every case development is sorely needed in an orderly, 
continuing program. 

We deeply appreciate the effort and interest of Congress and its various com- 
mittees in the past which have enabled our needed program to progress up to 
this point. We urge that this appropriation recommended by President Eisen- 
hower be given favorable action by this committee and by the Congress. 


STATEMENT OF DONALD R. CAPPER 
Mr. Puuuirs. Now we have Mr. Donald R. Capper, who is the 


city clerk of Ottawa. 
Mr. Caprrr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I will 


do the same as the previous speaker. I will give you my statement, 
and thank you for this opportunity. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF DONALD R. Capper, CITY CLERK, CITY OF OTTAWA, FRANKLIN 
County, KANs. 


Iam Donald R. Capper, city clerk of Ottawa, Franklin County, Kans. 

I wish to again state that the city of Ottawa, Kans., will cooperate to the 
fullest extent possible, under law, with the United States Army Corps of Engi- 
neers in their flood-control program for the Marais des Cygnes River, and support 
the entire Pick-Sloan plan for the Missouri River Basin and advocate the sys- 
tematic advancement of the entire program. 

A firm of consulting engineers has been engaged to prepare an estimate of the 
city’s share of the above program, and with this estimate and from work per- 
formed by our own city engineer, the city has arrived at the figure of $770,000 
for the city’s cost in providing right-of-way, provide for moving storm sewers, 
‘ sanitary sewers, utility facilities, and raising and modifying bridges and streets. 

On April 3, 1956, the citizens of Ottawa will vote on the question of issuing 
general obligation bonds in the amount of $770,000 to fulfill the city of Ottawa’s 
obligation. 

The city of Ottawa sustained $5,500,000 damage in the 1951 flood. The City 
Water & Light Utility alone suffered damage in the amount of $113,000 in the 
1951 flood. 

Twenty percent of the city of Ottawa has been subject to flood over the years. 
In 1951 the floodwaters covered one-third of the city of Ottawa. 

I thank the committee for their indulgence and trust that the above program 
may be carried out with the least practical delay. 
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STATEMENT OF ROY DRIVER 





Mr. Priuurrs. The next speaker is Mr. Roy Driver, a farmer in 
Quenemo, Osage County, Kans., which is a short distance down the 
road from Pomona and Melvern dam sites. 

Mr. Driver. With your permission, I would like to present to you 
my copy of my statement, and thank you for the privilege. 

‘Mr. Maanuson. Thank you. It will be filed. 

(Statement referred to is as follows:) 









STATEMENT OF Roy DrIVER, QUENEMO, KANS 








I am Roy Driver. My home is near Quenemo, Osage County, Kans. Together 
with my two sons, I farm approximately 1,500 acres of land, some of which we 
own and some of which we rent. 

Of the total of 1,500 acres, about 500 acres is bottom land, subject to flooding. 

We can see, within the boundaries of the 500 acres of bottom land, the ruins of 
7 homesites, where families once lived and were happy, but have been driven from 
the land by floods. 

I feel that such river-control programs as the one designed for the Marais des 
Cygnes River will do much to restore the confidence of people and be responsible 
for them moving back to the land. 

Our farming operations, general in nature and covering the fields of livestock 
and grain, are carried on in the valleys of both the river and One Hundred and 
Ten Mile Creek, thus placing us downstream from both Melvern and Pomona 
Reservoirs. 

I have lived in the area where I now farm for 35 years, and have seen flood 
after flood through those years. My neighbors feel the same about this flood- 
control program as I feel. We have waited a long time for protection, but we 
realize that all must be served, whether they are flooded by the Marais des Cygnes 
or other rivers. 

Farmers are dependent on towns and cities, and towns and cities are dependent 
on farmers, out in the Middle West, where we live, so we must for this reason 
continue to work together. 

For that reason we urge, as we have urged for years, that this river program 
be allowed to progress, along with others in the Nation, and particularly in the 
Missouri Basin, where development is sorely needed, in an orderly, continuing 
program, 

We deeply appreciate what the Congress and the various committees have done 
in the past to move our program along to where it now stands, and we urge that 
this appropriation, recommended by President Eisenhower, be given favorable 
action by this committee and by the Congress. 































OF LOU PARAMORE 





STATEMENT 


Mr. Puiurrs. I believe Mr. 
Mo-Ark, has a statement. 

Mr. Paramore. Here are several copies of it, and I will not comment 
because of the lateness of the hour. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 









Paramore, the executive secretary of 
















TO THE House Purstic WorKsS SuscomMMITTre, POMONA RESERVOIR 
AND OrraAwa LocaL PRroTecTION Works, Marcu 19, 1956 


STATEMENT 








The Missouri-Arkansas Basins Flood Control and Conservation Association was 
organized shortly after the disastrous 1951 flood, and its membership consists of 
17 local flood-control associations located in the Missouri and Arkansas River 
Basins in Kansas, Missouri, and Iowa. These local associations have a total 
membership in excess of 10,000. This organization has, since it was organized, 
consistently worked for any of those projects which would make a contribution 
toward preventing the recurrence of a similar devastating flood. 

The Pomona Reservoir and the local protection works for Ottawa, Kans., in 
the Marais des Cygnes Basin were authorized in the Flood Control Act of 1954, 
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with initial planning appropriations in 1955 in the amounts of $45,000 for Pomona 
and $30,000 for Ottawa. 

The Pomona Reservoir in conjunction with the Melvern Reservoir and local 
flood-protection levees at Ottawa, is essential for adequate protection of that 
city and the agricultural areas downstream. 

The citizens of Ottawa have furnished initial local assurances, and are at 
this time preparing to provide the local funds necessary by means of a large 
bond issue. The Marais des Cygnes Basin has been flooded at frequent intervals 
during the past 50 years causing over $7 million damage to the city of Ottawa 
and severe losses i: the agricultural areas. 

The initial and preliminary surveys and hydraulic studies are being made by 
the Army Corps of Engineers. 


Our organization wishes to support the Marais des Cygnes Valley Flood 


Control Association and request that in order to proceed in a timely and coordi- 
nated manner with the planning for the construction of the Pomona Reservoir 
and the local protection projects in Ottawa, Kans., that additional planning 
funds in the amounts of $100,000 for Pomona and $80,000 for Ottawa be made 
available for use in the fiscal year 1957. 

To summarize: Both projects were authorized in the Flood Control Act of 1954. 
Small planning appropriations for both projects were made in 1955. The city 
of Ottawa is prepared to finance its local share of the cost and furnish necessary 
assurances. It is necessary that additional funds in the amounts of $100,000 
for Pomona Reservoir, and $80,000 for Ottawa be appropriated in order that 
plans for these 2 projects may be completed. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Lew PARAMORE, 
Executive Director, Missouri-Arkansas Basins Flood Control and Con- 
servation Association. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM G. CALVERT 


Mr. Pures. Mr. William G. Calvert has a statement. Mr. Cal- 
vert is president of Mo—Ark. 

Mr. Catvert. Gentlemen, I would like to file this statement with 
you. I would like to make only one comment. My statement is on 
behalf of the overall plan and specifically recommends Pomona Dam 
and the other dams on the Marais des Cygnes, which is the upper 
tributary of the Osage River, and I make the statement that these 
are vital not only for local value but the effect of waters flowing in the 
lower Osage River. 

We are supporting the project on the basis that it is part of the 
overall plan in flood control. 

Mr. Maenuson. Thank you. Your statement will be filed. 

(Statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM G. CALVERT, PRESIDENT, MissourI-ARKANSAS BASINS 
FiLoop ConTrRoL 


Iam William G. Calvert, of Lexington, Mo., a farmer, and president of Mo-Ark, 
Missouri-Arkansas Basins Flood Control and Conservation Association. Mo- 
Ark represents local groups in the Missouri River and Arkansas River Basins 
and their tributaries who are affected by floods and who are concerned with 
conservation of soil and water resources, 

Mo-Ark strongly urges the orderly and prompt completion of the Pick-Sloan 
plan of flood control with continued funds for Oahe Dam and the other upstream 
dams now under construction; with early completion of Tuttle Creek Dam and 
the Kansas River program ; with accelerated appropriations for channel stabiliza- 
tion and agricultural levees on the Missouri River. The board of directors 
authorize me to specifically request appropriations for planning of the Pomona 
Dam on the Marias des Cygnes River and Ottowa local flood-protection works. 

These are vital not only for their local value, but as they affect the waters 
flowing into the lower Osage River. 
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Mr. Maenvuson. All right, proceed. 
Mr. Putuires. I don’t know if Mr. Breidenthal has a statement o1 
not. 


STATEMENT OF WLLLARD J. BREIDENTHAL 


Mr. Brementruan. I am Willard J. Breidenthal, president of the 
Riverview State Bank, Kansas City, Kans. I made a statement this 
morning. I wouldn’t care to say anything more except to say this 
project Is part of a canmanalie nsive plan. 

The economy of that area really needs these projects to be imple 
mented. While we have been preferring to promote the program of 
flood protection, we must remember we have also suffered droughts in 
that period that have been even more destructive than the floods. We 
can’t take this repeated disaster of first flood and then droughts to be 
followed by more floods and undoubtedly more droughts. 

Mr. Magnuson. Thank you. 

Mr. Scrivner. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It has been very kind 
of you gentlemen to stay ‘and hear from these witnesses and I am ex 
pressing my appreciation for your patience and tolerance in listening 
to the statements and stories. 

Mr. Maenvuson. I want to say to you gentlemen that I am very sorry 
that our limitations on time prevent giving more time to you people 
that have come so far to appear before this subeommittee, but we have 
three more groups still waiting and we have to take care of them 
tonight. Mr. Winter, did you wish to make a brief statement ? 


STATEMENT OF EVERETT WINTER 


Mr. Winter. My name is Everett Winter. I would like to file this 
statement on behalf of Walter C. Ploesser, chairman of the board of 
the Mississippi Valley Association. I am executive vice president of 
the Mississippi Valley Association and these good people from Kan- 

sas, Missouri, that I have listened to are all members of our associa- 
tion. We adopt a platform annually. 

With your permission, I would like to make that platform a part 
of the record because it does record the thinking of some 1,100 people 
meeting from 27 States annually on water resources. 

Mr. Magnuson. Without objection, it will be made a part of the 
record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


PLATFORM, MISSISSIPPI VALLEY ASSOCIATION, ADOPTED AT 37TH ANNUAL 
CONVENTION, St. Louis, Mo., FEsruary 6—7, 1955 


FOREWORD 


The conservation, management, and use of our national resources, particularly 
soil and water, is the foundation upon which the future of America will be built. 
The Mississippi Valley, comprising a major part of 23 States, is richly endowed 
with material resources which have contributed significantly to America’s civili 
zation. The valley’s soil and water must be husbanded and their beneficial 
use carefully developed if a dynamic and strong America is to be preserved for 
our own and posterity’s use. 

We rededicate the Mississippi Valley Association to fostering the beneficial 
use of the soil and water resources of the Mississippi Basin through the fur 
therance of flood control, navigation, irrigation, power development, soil cor 
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servation, upstream flood prevention, wildlife conservation, reforestation, recre- 
ation, and conservation of surface and underground waters. 


BANK STABILIZATION 


Thousands of acres of America’s most productive farmland along the banks 
of our Nation’s rivers are being destroyed annually. We urge Congress to cor- 
rect this staggering national loss. A systematic program of bank stabilization 
will also protect flood-control structures, aid navigation, and avert the relocation 
of valuable public and private facilities such as levees, highways, railways, 
bridges, dock and harbor, and industrial installations. 


FEDERAL REGION AL VALLEY AUTHORITIES AND ADMINISTRATIONS 


We oppose the Federal regional valley authority or administration method of 
river basin control and operation. 

Such entities become superstates, transcend State and local government, and 
are not subject to sufficient control by Congress or regulating and auditing 
branches of government. 

It is our sincere conviction, based upon the outstanding progress in the Mis- 
souri River Basin, that all legitimate objectives of land and water conservation 
ean be achieved under the coordinated direction of existing agencies without 
the state socialism inherent in any regional authority, no matter how disguised. 

We urge Congress to enact legislation providing for river basin control and 
operation by existing agencies in cooperation with the States involved. 


FEDERAL STEAM PLANTS 


We believe that controlling floods, providing and improving navigation, re- 
claiming arid lands, protection of soil against erosion, and generating hydro- 
electric power incidental to these functions are proper activities of the Federal 
Government. 

The construction of steam plants for the generation of power for commercial 
resale puts the Federal Government into the power business in direct competi- 
tion with its citizens and is not a proper function of government. 

We oppose the construction of steam-generating plants for the production of 
power for resale by authorities, administrations, or agencies of the Federal 
Government. 

We oppose the use of money from continuing funds by the Department of the 
Interior for the purpose of enabling rural electrification cooperatives to build 
steam plants and high voltage transmission lines for direct sale or lease to 
the Department of the Interior. Such loans avoid the clearly expressed intent 
of Congress to control the operations of these two departments of Government 
through annual appropriation bills. 


FEES FOR SERVICES AND DOCUMENTS 


We believe that the present law (title V, Public Law 137, 82d Cong.) directing 
Federal agencies to assess specific charges for work or services performed for 
specific parties should be repealed because it is arbitrary, unworkable, and 
indefinite. If the law is not repealed, we recommend that Federal policy on such 
charges be based upon hearings to the end that such charges be reasonable and 
outlined in clear and specific terms. 


FLOOD CONTROL 


We consider the catastrophic loss of lives and property due to floods to be an 
unnecessary drain upon the resources of this Nation. We recommend that 
tlood-control projects be vigorously prosecuted to completion, wtih particular 
efforts to expedite projects which will also contribute to the development of 
navigation, the security of municipal and industrial water supplies, the reduc- 
tion of stream pollution, the development of irrigation, and the incidental genera- 
tion of hydroelectric power. 


FORESTRY 


We emphasize the importance of scientific forestry practices of flood and ero- 
sion control to the overall national economy. 
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We recommend a more foresighted policy of reforestation by both State and 
Federal Governments and urge continued emphasis on fire prevention in order 
to keep our timber resources from dwindling. 

We urge as necessary to an effective forestry program: Insect and disease 
control, adequate congressional appropriations for timber harvesting, access 
roads and reforestation, State and Federal funds for research in forestry by 
our State agricultural colleges, education for proper care of privately owned 
forests and ranges, enocuragement of private ownership rather than the in- 
crease of Federal ownership of forest and rangeland, and adequate appropria- 
tions to continue the 50-year forestry program of the entire United States 
Forest Service. 

HYDROELECTRIC POWER 


It is recognized that in a comprehensive plan for the development of our val- 
leys to provide for flood control, navigation, and irrigation, dams of the so-called 
multiple-purpose type can be constructed in many localities without serious 
impairment of the primary purposes for which the dams are constructed. It 
is urged that wherever such conditions exist and multiple-purpose dams can 
be economically justified, Congress proceed with the authorization and appropria- 
tions for the construction of such multiple-purpose dams. 

Due to the nature of the stream flow in the Mississippi Valley, power and energy 
generated from any such multiple-purpose dam in the area will vary materially 
with rainfall. Therefore, the production of power must be purely incidential to 
the primary purposes for which the dams are designed. For this reason, and in 
order to protect the primary purposes of the dams, it is urged: 

1. That the incidental power and energy produced at such multiple-purpose 
dams be sold at the bus bar or from high voltage lines constructed by Govern- 
ment agencies to existing agencies, both public and private, engaged in pro- 
duction and distribution of electric power and energy in the contiguous area, 
for resale by them to their customers without discrimination or preference. 

We recommend and will support legislative amendments to the Federal statutes 
known as public lands law, United States Code, title 43, paragraph 485-H, so as to 
make possible a fair and equitable distribution of publicly created hydroelectric 
power so that the benefits shall be available to all communities, citizens, and 
taxpayers without discrimination. 

2. That wholesale rates for such sales be set by the Federal Power Commission, 

3. That sale and accounting for such incidental power and energy be made 
and carried by the existing agencies of the Federal Government designing, build- 
ing and operating such multiple purpose dams, i. e., the Corps of Engineers or 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 

t. That purchasers of wholesale power pay to the Government, as a minimum, 
the actual cost thereof, including, in addition to ordinary operating expenses, 
interest at average rate on governmental borrowings and amortization of the 
cost of the project allocated to the power production over a period not to exceed 
50 years; and 

5. That any and all savings or profits accruing to the purchaser at wholesale 
rates, under what similar quantities of electrical power and energy would have 
cost the purchaser to produce by the best and cheapest alternative method, be 
passed on to its retail customers in the area, in the amounts and in the manner 
prescribed by proper regulatory authorities. 

6. We urge Congress to favor the continued development of hydroelectric 
power facilities by private enterprise wherever private enterprise is ready and 
willing to undertake such development without impairment of other beneficial 
uses of water. Such development can provide annual tax revenues of impor- 
tance to Federal, State, and local governments and can relieve the National 
Treasury of part of the cost of necessary national development of water power 
resources. 

INLAND AND INTRACOASTAL WATERWAYS 


The full development of our inland and intracoastal waterways is essential 
to the maintenance and growth of the Nation’s commerce and defense. We urge 
renewed national interest in modern, standardized waterways as an essential 
ingredient to an integrated domestic transportation network. This program 
should include: 

1. The improvement of our waterways to carry such tonnages as might be 
required by a national war effort. 
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2. The improvement of the interconnections between the inland systems and 
the Great Lakes and Gulf of Mexico, 

3. The improvement of the physical condition of the locks and dams on the 
Nation’s inland systems. 

We urge Congress to appropriate sufficient funds to complete and maintain the 
inland waterways so that authorized channel depths are continuously available 
during the navigation season. 


INLAND WATERWAY IMPROVEMENT 


We oppose legislation which would require investigation by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, or any agency in the executive branch of Government 
other than the Corps of Engineers, before public funds could be appropriated for 
the improvement of inland waterways. 


ISSUANCE OF CERTIFICATES BY ICC 


We reaffirm our opposition to legislation which would amend the respective 
rail, motor carrier and water carrier provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act 
so as to require that in the issuance of certificates of public convenience and 
necessity, consideration must be given to the adverse effect upon all other types of 
common carriers. 

MERCHANT MARINE 


We pledge our active support to the promotion and maintenance of a strong, 
well balanced, privately owned and operated United States merchant marine to 
provide the shipping services essential to our industry, agriculture and commerce 
in time of peace and to our national security in time of war. 

We urge continued efforts by the United States Government and American 
steamship lines to work for the attainment and maintenance of a merchant 
marine adequate for our defense needs and capable of carrying at least 50 percent 
of the foreign commerce of the United States. We, therefore, condemn practices 
of foreign nations, direct or indirect, which discriminate against American 
flag shipping, thus making it impossible to attain this equitable goal. 

We reaffirm our support of the law requiring that at least 50 percent of 
cargoes financed directly or indirectly by the United States be transported in 
United States-flag ships to the extent they are available at reasonable rates. This 
provision we consider to be vitally necessary, eminently fair and wholly con- 
sistent with our national maritime policy. 

We strongly urge that wherever rates and services are competitive, American 
business should voluntarily patronize American flag shipping so that, by in- 
creased commercial utilization combined with necessary Government supports, 
the American merchant marine may be strengthened and expanded to better 
serve the Nation. 

We reaffirm our support of the basic principles and procedures of the 1936 
Merchant Marine Act and its program of Government support based upon the 
principles of parity and of essential trade routes operated by companies which 
are domiciled, owned and controlled in the domestic areas which they serve. 

We recommend that, in the event of total mobilization, the merchant marine 
be placed under the jurisdiction of the established maritime agency to the end 
that the experience and knowledge of the management and organization of pri- 
vately owned steamship companies may be utilized. 

Further, we recommend that priorities for ship repairs and maintenance and 
deferments from military service for personnel in critical maritime occupations 
be provided through such an authority on the same basis as other defense 
agencies. 

We recommend an expanded Government research program on port facilities, 
ship design, and ship propulsion with particular emphasis on the application of 
nuclear power to merchant vessels. 


NEW STARTS 


We recognize the necessity for the orderly programing of planning and con- 
struction of water-resource projects authorized by Congress. Such a program 
requires that new projects be started each year as other projects approach 
completion. 
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We urge the Corps of Engineers to include the planning and initiation of con- 
struction of such new projects in its annual request for funds and we urge Con- 
gress to meet such requests. 

We believe the Bureau of the Budget should accept the authorization of a 
project by Congress as a matter of settled policy and that it should be guided by 
the recommendations of the Corps of Engineers in allocating funds within overall 
budgetary limits for a general planning and construction program. 


PUBLIC INVESTMENT IN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 


Funds to plan, construct, and maintain flood control, navigation, and land- 
and water-conservation programs are now considered by Congress to be current 
tiscal expenditures, whereas, in reality, they should be considered national capital 
investments in the security and welfare of the Nation. 

We urge Congress to consider these great national programs on a capital 
investment basis and to set a schedule for their completion in a minimum number 
of years. 

RAIL-WATER RATE DIFFERENTIALS 


Proposed legislation would amend section 307 (d) of the Interstate Commerce 
Act so as to require that differential rates on joint rail and water traffic must be 
justified solely by lower costs over the joint route. If enacted, this legislation 
would remove the discretion presently vested in the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission to consider ratemaking factors other than costs in prescribing the rela- 
tionship between joint rail-water and water-rail rates on the one hand and all- 
rail rates on the other. The association opposes enactment of such legislation 
on the further ground that it strongly savors of legislative ratemaking. 


RECLAMATION 


Next to the consumptive use of water for municipal and domestic purposes, we 
consider the development of arid lands by irrigation to be the highest beneficial 
use of water in the 17 Western States. 


RESOURCE PROGRAMS OF INTERSTATE CHARACTER 


We deplore the apparent ability of local interests to defeat or delay water- 
resource programs already approved and authorized which are interstate in 
character and national in their benefits. 


SMALL WATERSHEDS 


We urge the several States to pass enabling legislation to create public agen- 
cies with power to contract with local, State, and Federal agencies to develop 
small watershed conservation programs. 


SNAGGING AND CHANNEL CLEARING 


We recommend that sufficient funds be appropriated to carry out Public Law 
526 (79th Cong). 
SOIL CONSERVATION 


Recognizing the need for permanent conservation of America’s agricultural 
land and water resources, we urge the consolidation of Federal activity in this 
field, including research, education, on-site technical assistance and financial 
aid, within the Soil Conservation Service and the soil conservation districts. 

We commend the more than 2,500 soil conservation districts for their great 
accomplishments. 

We oppose any attempt to weaken these locally created and operated districts 
by Federal legislation or Executive order. 

We urge close coordination of upstream water retardation activities with the 
downstream programs of the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. 


SURVEYS AND PLANS 
The proper development of the soil and water resources of this country re 


quires advance study, engineering design and orderly construction. The orderly 
progress of projects from one phase to the next is defeated by the denial of 





130 


appropriations for surveys and planning. This could ultimately eliminate proj- 
ects ready for construction. 

We urge Congress to provide adequate funds for surveys and planning. Sur- 
veys and planning for projects authorized by Congress should be completed as 
rapidly as possible to avoid delay in construction. 


TOLLS ON INLAND WATERWAYS 


We emphatically oppose the imposition of tolls or user charges for use of our 
inland navigable waterways in the transportation of persons or property. 


TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1940 


We urge the Interstate Commerce Commission, in its enforcement of section 
3 (4) of the Transportation Act of 1940, to recognize the importance of barge 
transportation and require the railroads to give the same consideration in switch- 
ing charges, proportional rate applications and divisions of joint through rates 
to ex-barge traffic as is given to ex-rail traffic. 


TRANSPORTATION POLICY LEGISLATION 


We advocate and support full development of the Mississippi Valley inland 
waterways system for commercial navigation to the fullest extent consistent 
with economic justification. 

The report of the Presidential Advisory Committee on Transport Policy, if 
enacted into law as proposed in certain sections of 8S. 1920, H. R. 6141, and 
H. R. 6142 (84th Cong), would weaken the Interstate Commerce Act to the point 
that certain carriers would be substantially free to engage in destructive com- 
petition against other carriers to the detriment of the public interest. 

Therefore, this association is opposed to such sections of S. 1920, H. R. 6141, 
and H. R. 6142 and any other similar legislation which would accomplish the 
above stated results. While acknowledging the merit of certain portions of the 
Committee Report, we feel that the various recommendations should be intro- 
duced and considered separately by the Congress. 


TRANSPORTATION TAXES 


We reaffirm the position heretofore taken by the association advocating and 
urging repeal of the law under which wartime transportation taxes are being 
levied against the movement of freight and passengers. 


USE OF EXISTING AGENCIES 


We endorse the excellent work of the existing Federal agencies responsible for 
the development of the land and water resources of the Mississippi Basin. 

We oppose the creation of any public-works agency which would consolidate 
or interfere with those agencies long expert in their respective fields. 

We insist that no reorganization plan shall adversely affect any civil function 
of the Corps of Engineers. Such a plan would eliminate a century’s engineering 
experience, scatter trained personnel, destroy the esprit de corps which has made 
the corps’ work outstanding throughout the world and withdraw from the Army 
a valuable peacetime training activity which has proved its worth in time of 
war. 

WATER POLLUTION 


A sound water policy must look to an adequate supply of water for our people, 
prevent waste, reduce water pollution to its lowest practical level, provide means 
for the best and most effective distribution of water, improve navigation and 
take steps to check the destructive forces of water which destroy land, property, 
and life. 

Control of pollution by regulated streamflow to provide dilution as a substitute 
for removal of settleable and floating solids is ineffective, wasteful of public funds 
and vital water resources, competitive with higher uses of water and not in the 
public interest. 

The Mississippi Valley Association dedicates itself to aggressive action to 
urge the adoption of a sound water pollution abatement program in this Nation. 
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WATER RESOURCES 


We urge Congress and the State legislatures to appropriate adequate funds 
to pursue continuing studies of all matters affecting water resources, including, 
without limitation, drainage, precipitation, evaporation, infiltration, surface 
runoff, underground movements, quantity and quality of surface and under- 
ground waters, and allied matters. Such studies should be made by the Corps 
of Engineers, the United States Geological Survey, the Departments of Agricul- 
ture and Interior, and other appropriate Federal and State agencies. 

We recommend a concerted study of underground water supplies to the end that 
our diminishing underground water be replenished and its beneficial use per- 
petuated. 

We urge Congress to establish a formula which will assign an economic value 
to all benefits, direct and indirect, resulting from water resource projects, 
including domestic and industrial water supply, irrigation, pollution abatement, 
enhanced land values, recreational advantages and economic benefits associated 
therewith, as well as those benefits presently recognized, and that such values 
be used in computing the benefits-to-cost ratio of all such projects. 


RECOM MENDATIONS RELATIVE TO SPECIFIC PROJECTS 
Alton lock 

We urge the prompt completion of recently authorized studies and immediate 
emergency action to assure the availability of the 9-foot project depth over the 
lower sill of the Alton lock. 

Arkansas River Basin 

We recommend that Congress appropriate sufficient funds to expedite the 
authorized program for the Arkansas River Basin for flood control, bank stabili 
zation, navigation, and incidental hydroelectric power. 

The Kaystone, Eufaula, and Oologah Dams in Oklahoma and the Dardanelle 
and the Ozark Dams in Arkansas are key installations for this program and 
we recommend that funds be especially provided for these installations. The 
Oologah Dam will be self-supporting because of existing commitments for pur- 
chase of water to be impounded and is necessary to the welfare of several 
communities. 

We urge that construction funds be appropriated to continue the ‘Toronto 
Dam on the Verdigris River and for the planning of the Elk City Dam on the 
Verdigris River and the twin dam on the Neosho River. 

We recommend that the Corps of Engineers provide Congress and the Bureau 
of the Budget with data showing as nearly as possible a specified period of years 
for the completion of the entire program and the annual amount of appropriations 
necessary for such completion. Upon the receipt of this data, the Bureau of the 
Budget should include the funds for each year indicated in the data but, in any 
event, Congress should provide the funds necessary to so progress the program. 
Atchafalaya Bay ship channel 

We urge Congress and the Corps of Engineers to assist in providing improve- 
ments to the Atchafalaya Bay ship channel in order to provide a channel 36 
feet deep and 300 feet wide to accommodate present and increasing traffic which 
is being greatly accelerated by offshore and coastal explorations and develop- 
ments. 

Calumet-Sag improvement to the Illinois waterway 

We commend Congress for appropriating funds to commence construction of 
the Calumet-Sag channel and we urgently recommend that Congress continue 
to appropriate sufficient funds for its early completion. 

The Calumet-Sag improvement will provide an adequate waterway connec- 
tion between the Mississippi River inland waterway system and Lake Michigan. 
It will also serve the concentrated Calumet industrial district. Correction of 
the critical bottleneck at Calumet-Sag is of transcendent importance to the 
economy of the entire Mississippi Valley. 

Chicago region, flood control and drainage survey 


We urge Congress to authorize a comprehensive investigation and survey for 
flood control and drainage in the Chicago region in Illinois and Indiana. 
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Cumberland River Basin 


We urge the appropriation of sufficient funds for the completion of Old 
Hickory and Cheatham Dams on the Cumberland River. 

We urge the appropriation of funds to begin construction of the lower Cumber- 
land River lock and dam. 
Illinois River Basin 

We urge the adoption of a comprehensive flood-control program for the Illinois 
tiver Basin which will command the support of the State of Illinois and all 
affected interests to reduce the serious flood hazards and provide for conservation, 
recreation, and other benefits. 

We urge Congress to authorize an immediate survey and report on the need 
for twin locks on the Illinois waterway. 

We urge the Corps of Engineers to complete its comprehensive flood-control 
report on the basin, including the Kankakee River, and submit it to Congress. 

We urge continued work on the levees east of Chandlerville on the Sangamon 
River and the river outlet. 

We urge the early completion of authorized levee and drainage projects in the 
basin. 

We urge continued appropriations for the Beardstown flood-control project. 

We urge early approval of the Peoria flood-protection plan as outlined and 
approved by the Corps of Engineers. 


Illinois waterway, icebreaking 

We urge the Federal Government to restore in the annual budget now under 
consideration the item of $200,000 to be used for icebreaking on the Illinois water- 
way when necessary during the winter months of 1956-57, similar to the item 
in the annual budget which provided for icebreaking in the 1954-55 winter 
months. 
Kaskaskia Valley project 

The Carlyle, Ill., dam and reservoir were authorized by Congress in 1958. We 
urge the immediate appropriation of funds for the commencement of construction. 

We urge that the 1938 authorization be expanded to include authorization of a 
dam and reservoir on the Kaskaskia River at Shelbyville, Il., in accordance with 
the supplemental survey report of the Corps of Engineers. 


Keokuk lock 


We urge Congress to continue to appropriate funds for the completion of the 
lock in dam No. 19 at Keokuk, Iowa. 


Louisiana, navigation projects 

We urge the Corps of Engineers and Congress to take such action as is necessary 
to promptly provide adequate funds for engineering studies essential to com- 
pletion of the already authorized project for a 40-foot entrance channel from 
the Gulf of Mexico into the Mississippi River at Southwest Pass, La. 

We urge the early appropriation of funds for the initiation of construction of 
Devil’s Swamp barge canal at Baton Rouge and the appropriation of adequate 
funds for the continued construction of the Port Allen-Indian Village alternate 
route of the Plaquemine-Morgan City route of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. 
We urge that the study now being made by the Corps of Engineers relative to 
providing a navigation depth of 12 feet over the bar of the Tchefuncta River 
into Lake Pontchartrain be expedited. 

We urge the early authorization of the Lafourche-Jump navigation project and 
the Barataria Waterway in southern Louisiana. 


Minneapolis upper harbor 


We urge Congress to appropriate funds and urge the Corps of Engineers to 
recommend continuation and completion of the 9-foot channel to the north city 
limits of Minneapolis, Minn., including the St. Anthony Falls project. 


Mississippi River, capture by the Atchafalaya 

We are pleased and gratified that the old river control structure, which will 
prevent the capture of the Mississippi by the Atchafalaya, was authorized by Con- 
gress. We are satisfied that the work proposed by the Corps of Engineers is 
adequate and will be prosecuted rapidly. We urge the annual appropriation of 
funds in accordance with recommendations of the Corps of Engineers to secure 
its completion by 1965. 
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Mississippi River (lower), flood control 

We urge that the Bureau of the Budget and Congress give greater recognition 
to the importance of early completion of the flood-control project on the lower 
Mississippi River and its tributaries, particularly in the light of the fact that 
inadequate annual appropriations have caused costly delays. 

Under the Flood Control Act of 1928, as amended, Congress authorized flood- 
control works to protect the lower Mississippi River Basin from the disheart- 
ening and tragic consequences of floods with the intent that the program be 
completed within 25 years of that date. At the rate of expenditures in the past 
several years, it will take an additional 30 years to complete the main-line levee 
system and bank stabilization. 

Responsible agencies and citizens of the lower Mississippi Valley, while 
gratified with the total increase in appropriations recommended by the Bureau 
of the Budget for the lower Mississippi River and its tributaries for 1957, are 
concerned that such vital elements of the project as bank stabilization and 
maintenance face curtailment because of lower budget estimates. The fiscal 
year 1957 program, as proposed by the Bureau of the Budget, is unbalanced in 
vital spots which would result in further delays in completion of the compre- 
hensive plan. 

We recommend that further appropriations be so scheduled as to provide for 
greater balance among the various elements and to complete the project within 
10 years. 

Mississippi River (upper), flood control 

We urge Congress to appropriate sufficient funds to make an overall plan 
to control floods on the upper Mississippi River and that this plan not interfere 
with the immediate completion of present studies being made on the upper 
Mississippi River. 

We renew our endorsement of authorized levee projects in Missouri, Lllinois, 
and Iowa. 

We recommend the continued appropriation of funds to complete the partially 
constructed Coralville Dam and Reservoir on the Iowa River in Iowa. 
Mississippi River—Gulf Outlet 

We urge the authorization, and subsequent to authorization, the appropria- 
tion of planning funds for the Mississippi tidewater ship channel officially known 
as the Mississippi River—Gulf Outlet, which the Corps of Engineers has recom- 
mended and the Budget Bureau and House of Representatives have approved. 

The favorable report, printed as House Document No. 245 (82d Cong.), is 
now before the Public Works Committee of the Senate. The proposed project 
has a ratio of benefit to cost of 1.54. Among the beneficial effects of the project, 
which will affect favorably the shipping pattern of the entire Mississippi Valley, 
are a short route to the gulf, a reduction of hazards, loading, and unloading 
of ships at gulf level, quicker turn around, ample space, and an additional 
outlet. The project is important from the standpoint of national defense and 
for the continued growth of overseas commerce and inland-waterway traffic. 
Mississippi River navigation project 

We urge the appropriation of necessary funds as requested by the Corps of 
Engineers to complete, as rapidly as practicable, the necessary construction 
work for the 9-foot navigation project on the Mississippi River between Cairo 
and St. Louis. 

Missouri River Basin, general 

We urge the early completion of the comprehesnive development program now 
under construction in the Missouri River Basin to prevent the recurring, stag- 
gering losses of recent floods, to insure sufficient water during periods of low 
stream flow and to bring to the basin the other multiple benefits of navigation, 
irrigation, recreation, soil conservation, and incidental hydroelectric power. 

We heartily commend the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee for the 
successful manner in which it has coordinated the work of responsible Federal 
and State agencies in basin development. 

We oppose specific legislation which would modify the engineering and inte- 
grated function of various projects as recommended by the Corps of Engineers, 
the Bureau of Reclamation or other responsible agency. 

We urge the fullest use of recreational benefits on all reservoirs, especially 
ravins Point. 
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Missouri River, main stem 


The authorized dams and reservoirs on the main stem of the Missouri River 
at Fort Peck, Garrison, Fort Randall, and Gavins Point are either complete or 
approaching competion. The authorized dam and reservoir at Oahe is scheduled 
for closure during the calendar year of 1958. The preliminary engineering 
studies for the authorized Big Bend Dam and Reservoir should be started during 
the calendar year 1956. 

We urge Congress to make the appropriations required to complete the dams 
first named and to carry forward construction of Oahe Dam and the planning 
of Big Bend Dam. 

We urge Congress to accelerate appropriations for channel and bank stabili- 
zation work from Sioux City, Iowa, to the mouth and we recommend that 
Congress appropriate $5 million annually for work between Kansas City and 
the mouth of the river. 

We urge Congress to accelerate the completion of the authorized agricultural 
levees to protect 1% million acres of Missouri River bottomland and public 
and private installations of an estimated value of $2 billion. 

We recommend the early completion of the 9-foot channel on the Missouri 
River. 

An early report should be made on preliminary studies of the effect on naviga- 
tion of a proposed shift in location of Big Bend Dam. 

We urge the Corps of Engineers to report on the engineering and economic 
feasibility of navigation above Sioux City. 

We urge that flood protection facilities below Kansas City, properly integrated 
with authorized flood-control projects upstream, be constructed without delay. 

We urge that adequate funds be provided to complete the Kansas City levees. 
Missouri River, tributaries 

We urge Congress to appropriate funds promptly for the completion of the 
authorized flood-control reservoirs and protection works in the Kansas River 
Basin, including the construction of Tuttle Creek Dam and Reservoir, early 
completion of which will allow the continuation of flood protection projects in 
the lower Missouri River Basin. 

We urge continued construction appropriations for Webster Dam in Kansas 
and that planning funds be made available for Perry and Milford Dams in 
Kansas. 

We recommend the appropriation of funds to continue the study of recentiy 
discovered underground water resources in the James River Valley in South 
Dakota. 

We urge the restudy for irrigation purposes of the glacial till and aquifer 
lands in central South Dakota in the light of research information on crop 
rotation. 

We urge that a preliminary investigation be completed to determine the 
feasibility of bank stabilization on the Kansas River. 

We urge congressional authorization of the approved flood-control programs 
on the Floyd River and also on the Osage River, with the early construction of 
the Pomme de Terre Reservoir. 

We urge the study and approval of a flood control program for the James River 
and the Vermillion River. 

We urge appropriations for the construction of the authorized flood control 
program on the Little Sioux River. 

We urge congressional authorization of the flood control program for the 
Gering and Mitchell Valleys in western Nebraska. 

We urge congressional approval of funds for the development of projects 
approved by the Bureau of Reclamation in the Niobrara River Valley in Nebraska, 
the first of which is the Ainsworth Irrigation District unit. 

The North Grand River report suggests six dams and local levees, but is not in 
final document form. We urge its early completion to determine the feasibility 
of these projects. 


Mobile ship channel 


We urge continued appropriations for the Mobile ship channel in Mobile Bay to 
deepen the channel to 40 feet as authorized by Congress in 1954. The deeper 
channel will permit deep draft vessels now serving gulf coast ports to enter and 
leave Mobile Harbor fully loaded (many are now required to load light) and will 
eliminate many existing shipping hazards. 
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Ohio River Basin 

We recommend that projects in the Ohio River Basin now under construction 
be completed as rapidly as possible and that engineering studies be made on 
authorized projects not yet under construction. 

We urge the speedy completion of unfinished survey reports by the Corps of 
Engineers. 

We urge Congress to appropriate construction funds for the vitally needed New 
Cumberland, Markland, and Greenup locks and dams and the reconstruction of 
lock and dam No. 41. 

We urge the replacement of lock and dam No. 5 on the Monongahela River at 
Brownsville, Pa., with a modern navigation dam to permit elimination of an 
existing dam either above or below. 

The next important flood-control dam in the Pittsburgh area, to be located on 
the Allegheny River above Warren, was authorized in 1938. We endorse this 
project and urge its construction at the earliest possible date. 

Realizing the importance of the Wabash River Basin as a part of the Ohio River 
flood control program, we urge that Congress appropriate funds to begin the 
construction of the Mansfield Reservoir on Raccoon Creek. 

Ouachita River Basin 

A modern 9-foot channel which will permit the interchange of heavily loaded 
barges with the Mississippi River system is essential for the proper development 
of commerce and industry on the Ouachita River in Arkansas and Louisiana. We 
urge additional planning and construction funds for this project. 

We urge that funds be appropriated to start the construction of the multiple- 
purpose DeGray Dam on the Caddo River. 

The completion of the master drainage and flood-control projects in south- 
eastern Arkansas and northeastern Louisiana are economic necessities and funds 
should be provided for the continuation of these works. 


Red River Basin in Texas, Oklahoma, Louisiana, and Arkansas 

We urge the continued appropriation of funds for the construction of the Red 
River flood control project authorized by Congress in 1946. 

We urge appropriations for the construction of the Overton-Red River Water- 
way. 

We recommend a survey of the Red River from Shreveport to Denison Dam 
and to Jefferson, Tex., for the purpose of determining the economic value of a 
9-foot channel for modern barge navigation. 

We urge authorization of the McKinney Bayou project in Arkansas and the 
authorization of the Red River Basin report of the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors dated June 30, 1950. 

We urge immediate consideration of the 1951 Senate resolution directing the 
Corps of Engineers to prepare a comprehensive bank stabilization program for 
the Red River. 

St. Francis River Basin 

We recommend the prompt completion of the authorized flood control and 
primary drainage outlets on the St. Francis River in Arkansas and Missouri. 
St. Louis flood protection 

We urge Congress to increase the fiscal 1957 Budget Bureau recommendation 
of $101,000 for advance engineering and design on the St. Louis flood control 
project to at least $600,000 so that the program can be ready for construction 
at the earliest practical time. 

Shawnee National Forest program 

We recommend that Congress give consideration to appropriating sufficient 
funds to expedite the Shawnee National Forest program in southern Illinois. 
Trinity River Basin 

We endorse the comprehensive program for the Trinity River Basin and urge 
that construction funds be provided so that work by the Corps of Engineers and 
the Soil Conservation Service may be continued. 


Warrior-Tombigbee Rivers 


We urge continued orderly appropriations by Congress for the program to 
replace the remaining 9 obsolete, 50-year-old locks and dams on the Warrior- 
Tombigbee River system in Alabama with adequate locks and dams to provide 
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a channel and attendant facilities to accommodate the needs of modern inland 
waterway commerce. 

One modern lock and dam has been completed midway on this waterway 
replacing 4 obsolete navigation facilities. A second one is in the second year 
of construction to replace 2 other obsolete locks and dams. Planning work by 
the Corps of Engineers has been completed for a third modern lock and dam 
to replace 3 obsolete structures. On the strength of the work completed and 
underway for modernizing the waterway, commerce has grown almost 30 per- 
cent in a dramatic demonstration of the economic justification of this project. 

In addition to the actual navigation structures needed, we recognize the need 
for water resource conservation along the Warrior-Tombigbee River to provide 
storage reservoirs which would not only relieve the costly annual floods but 
would give this highly industialized and agriculturalized area a dependable 
supply of water for navigation, industrial and domestic usages, fish and wildlife 
conservation, pollution abatement and recreation. 

We recommend the program developed by the Warrior-Tombigbee Develop- 
ment Association working in cooperation with the Corps of Engineers and urge 
its speedy accomplishment. 

White River Basin 

We urge Congress to recognize that comprehensive development of the White 
River Basin, as recommended by the Corps of Engineers and partially author- 
ized by Congress, will return substantial benefits in flood control, bank stabili- 
zation recreation and incidental hydroelectric power. 

We urge the early construction of the Greer’s Ferry Dam on Little Red River 
as authorized. 

We urge the early construction of the Beaver Dam on the White River as 
authorized. 

We urge the early construction of the Lone Rock Dam on the Buffalo River 
and that studies be made to determine the feasibility of including hydroelectric 
power. 

Yazoo and Big Sunflower Rivers 

We urge that adequate appropriations be made for the orderly completion 
of the Yazoo River headwater project and the Big Sunflower River project in 
Mississippi. 


Kansas Fioop Conrrot Prosectrs 


WITNESS 


HON. WINT SMITH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF KANSAS 


Mr. Kirwan. Our next witness is Congressman Smith of Kansas. 

Mr. Smitu. Mr. Chairman I wish to thank you for this opportunity 
of appearing before your committee today. I wish only to make a 
brief statement in behalf of certain items contained in the President’s 
budget for fiscal 1957 which apply to projects located in the district 
I represent. 

First of all, I want to make known to you my support of allotment 
requests providing for the completion of studies and collection of data 
on the Kanopolis, Almena, and Wilson units, and the continuation of 
them for the Cedar Bluff unit. 

I also want to urge your favorable consideration of the items pro- 
viding for the completion of construction of the Lovewell Reservoir, 
and the Kirwin unit. Also that of completion of the Webster Dam 
and initiation of construction of the Webster unit below that dam. 

One civil functions item I wish to call to your attention particularly, 
is that providing construction funds for the initiation of construction 
of the local flood protection works at Salina, Kans. I wish to go on 
record as supporting this appropriation also. 
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Bruces Eppy Dam 
WITNESSES 


STEWART M. BRANDBORG, ASSISTANT CONSERVATION DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

Cc. R. GUTERMUTH, WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE 

MICHAEL NADEL, ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, THE WIL- 
DERNESS SOCIETY 

FRED M. PACKARD, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, NATIONAL PARKS 
ASSOCIATION 

DR. SPENCER SMITH, SECRETARY, CITIZENS COMMITTEE ON NAT- 
URAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Macnuson. All right, Mr. Brandborg. 
STATEMENT OF STEWART M. BRANDBORG 


Mr. BranprorG. I am Stewart M. Brandborg, assistant conservation 
director of the National Wildlife Federation. 

Mr. Brigham is not going to be here today. However, he has asked 
that I submit a statement on his behalf to the committee. 

Mr. Magnvson. Will you identify Mr. Brigham ¢ 

Mr. Branprore. Mr. Brigham is the secretary of district No. II, 
Wildlife Federation in Idaho. He is in a position to observe these 
Clearwater projects and is one of the outstanding authorities on 
them. Heisalsothe secretary of the Idaho Wildlife Federation Com- 
mittee for the preservation of the Clearwater elk herd. 

Along with Mr, Brigham’s statement, I would like permission to 
submit a statement by “Mr. Jack O'C onnor, who is chairman of this 
Idaho Wildlife Federation Committee for the preservation of the 
Clearwater elk herd. These are two statements and they are brief. 

Mr. Maenvuson. All right, the statements of Mr. Brigham and Mr. 
O’Connor will be placed in the record at the conclusion of whatever 
testimony we take here. 

Do you have astatement yourself ? 

Mr. Branpporc. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Magnuson. Do you wish to file this in the record and highlight 
it for us? 

Mr. Branpporca. I would like to briefly summarize it. It is a sum- 
mary pretty much of Mr. O’Connor’s and Mr. Brigham’s statements, 
although on some points we do not stress the same factors. 

I would also like, Mr. Chairman, to present the proposition to you, 
for the sake of time. I was wondering with the other conservation 
representatives that are here today, whether or not it would be ad- 
visable for Mr. Nadel, who is assistant executive secretary of the 
Wilderness Society and Mr. C. R. Gutermuth, vice president of the 
Wildlife Management Institute, to follow me today and then let the 
other representatives of the payer He organizations, Mr. Fred 
Packard, the executive secretary of the National Parks Association 
and who is also representing the Emergency Conservation Committee, 
and these others appear at a later date ‘which would be convenient for 
your schedule. They have very brief statements which would only take 
a few minutes. These could be scheduled for your convenience 
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and we would like to do that if Mr. Nadel, Mr. Gutermuth and myself 
could be heard today. 

Mr. Magnuson. Were these other gentlemen scheduled for today ? 

Mr. Branpsorc. Yes, they were and if it is agreeable, they would 
come in later at your convenience. ‘They do want to have the privilege 
of appearing. 

Mr. Maenuson. We don’t have any later time. I think we had 
better take care of all of them because our schedule is full for the 
time allotted and if we don’t hear them today, there is no time to 
give them. So you will all appreciate the necessity to be rather brief 
since we are running an hour overtime today. 

Mr. Branpsorc. We certainly appreciate your patience. I should 
add that the representative of the Sierra Club has not been scheduled 
today and he will undoubtedly contact the clerk at a later date to see 
if he can get on the schedule. He is most anxious to present testimony. 

Mr. Maanuson. But the other gentlemen you mentioned were ex- 
pected to come in today ? 

Mr. Branppore. That is right. 

I have included here in my statement a brief description of the 
National Wildlife Federation. As you know, it is composed of affili- 
ate organizations of sportsmen and lay conservationists in the States, 
the District of Columbia and Alaska. It serves as a clearinghouse 
for information on conservation and a medium through which lay 
conservationists at the local, State and regional levels can express 
their viewpoints on development and use of our natural resources. 

I am here today to express the opposition of the National Wildlife 
Federation to the proposals for construction of a dam at Bruces Eddy 
en the North Fork of the Clearwater River in Idaho. 

The proposals for construction of this dam, as offered separately 
by the Corps of Engineers and the Pacific Northwest Power Co., and 
in the current “partnership” plan under which the Federal Govern- 
ment and private power interests would share in the cost of the proj- 
ect, have met with solid opposition from the National Wildlife Fed- 
eration, its affiliate in Idaho, the Idaho Wildlife Federation, and the 
tri-State group representing three National Wildlife Federation affili- 
ates of the Middle Snake River drainage, the Idaho-Oregon-Wash- 
ington Wildlife Federation. Each of these organizations have op- 
posed proposals for Bruces Eddy Dam and its companion project 
on the Middle Fork of the Clearwater River at Penny cliffs. I would 
like at this time to request permission to have the resolutions of these 
organizations relating to this problem, included in the record of this 
hearing. 

Mr. Maenuson. Without objection they will be received. 

(Resolutions referred to follow :) 


RESOLUTION PASSED AT THE 18TH ANNUAL CONVENTION, NATIONAL WILDLIFE 
FEDERATION, CHICAGO, ILL., MARCH 11, 12, 13, 1954 (SUBMITTED BY THE IDAHO 
WILDLIFE FEDERATION AND THE WASHINGTON STATE SPORTSMEN’S COUNCIL, 
INC.) 


Whereas dams are now proposed for construction at Bruces Eddy and Penny 
Cliffs on the Clearwater River in northern Idaho which will destroy important 
runs of anadromous fishes, as well as resident trout populations, and inundate 
a major part of critical winter ranges of one of the Nation’s largest elk herds; 
and 
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Whereas the reservoir of the Penny Cliffs Dam would extend some 6 miles into 
the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area in the national forest: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the National Wildlife Federation reaffirm its traditional policy 
in the specific case of the above mentioned Clearwater dams; and be it further 

Resolved, That further investigation be made of these proposed projects by 
the Fish and Wildlife Service, United States Forest Service and Idaho Depart- 
ment of Fish and Game to determine their effect on the fish, wildlife, wilderness 
area, and recreational values, and that in future planning and investigation, 
fish, wildlife, and recreation interests be given full and equal stature together 
with the States and construction agencies, whether private or public, to the end 
that the vital resources of this area be protected from ill-advised destruction from 
which there can be no recovery; be it still further 

Resolwed, That final consideration of the proposed projects be postponed until 
the results of the above recommended investigations on the fish, wildlife, and 
recreational resources of the Clearwater River are available. 


—_—_—_——_ 


RESOLUTION PASSED BY THE IDAHO WILDLIFE FEDERATION AT ITS ANNUAL MEETING, 
JANUARY 15, 1956 


Whereas Senate Document No. 51, a report of the Army engineers on the Middle 
Fork of the Snake River and its tributaries, does distort and withhold facts in 
relation to fish and wildlife problems connected with building dams on the Clear- 
water drainage of Idaho; 

Whereas without full and complete information on which to base its judg- 
ment it is impossible for the Congress to arrive at a considered and accurate 
appraisal of the results of the construction of these dams; and 

Whereas the Army engineers have in this instance signally failed as a fact 
finding body for the Congress: Therefore, let it be 

Resolwed, That all information in Senate Document No. 51 be held prejudiced, 
inaccurate and incomplete, and that the Public Works Committee of the United 
States Senate disregard the document, and that a copy of this resolution be 
forwarded to said committee. 


—_——_——_ 


RESOLUTION PASSED BY THE IDAHO WILDLIFE FEDERATION AT ITS ANNUAL MEETING 
ON JANUARY 15, 1956 


Be it resolved, That the Idaho Wildlife Federation favors construction of dams 
in the Hells Canyon reach of the Middle Snake and at Mountain Sheep and 
Pleasant Valley sites, provided : 

(a) Damage during and after construction to fish and wildlife is minimized 
insofar as economically possible. 

(b) Studies to determine the effect of these dams on fish and wildlife are 
financed by the construction agencies. 

(c) Restitution for any damages to fish and wildlife is provided to the affected 
States. 

(d) No water is diverted from the Salmon River at any time in the future. 

(e) Recreational facilities of the projects are developed. 

Mr. Branpporac. In one of these the position of the Wildlife As- 
sociation is stated. In the second, the position of the Idaho Wildlife 
Federation is defined. In this resolution the Idaho Wildlife Federa- 
tion goes on record as favoring construction of dams in the Hells 
Canyon reach of the Middle Snake and at the Mountain Sheep and 
Pleasant Valley sites provided adequate protection is provided for the 
wildlife and recreational benefits. eke 

The third resolution was passed by the Idaho Wildlife Federation at 
its annual meeting January 15. This strongly questions the accuracy 
of Senate Document No. 51. This is the latest report of the Army 
engineers on the Middle Fork of the Snake River, its tributaries, and 
on the Bruces E ddy project which we are discusing here today. 
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I should like also to summarize the opposition of the National 
Wildlife Federation, and the local citizen organizations which make 
up its State affiliates to these projects. This opposition is shared by 
the leading conservation organizations of the country who have joined 
in working toward the defeat of the proposals for both the Bruces 
Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams. 

It should be pointed out at this time that the current budgetary 
grouping of the unauthorized Bruces Eddy project with the John 
Day and Green Peter projects, for which authorization and appro- 

riations have been granted by past Congresses, does not appear to 

e consistent with policies of the Congress. Bruces Eddy has not 
been authorized by Congress and no funds have been appropriated 
for it in the past. 

The Clearwater River, draining an area of over 9,600 square miles, 
contains an unequalled expanse of wilderness country which provides 
habitat for thousands of elk, mule, and whilte-tailed deer, Favs of 
mountain goats, and remnant bands of bighorn sheep, large popula- 
tions of upland game and songbirds, black bear, coyote, cougar, mar- 
ten, and many other animals of the northern Rocky Mountains. 

Its hundreds of miles of dashing crystal-clear mountain streams are 
inhabited by native trout as well as steelhead, the giant sea-run rain- 
bow that migrate from the Pacific to spawn in swift-flowing waters 
which drain from snow fields in the high Bitterroot Range. 

The Clearwater elk herd of more than 25,000 animals, is one of the 
largest, if not the largest, in the United States. In excess of 4,000) 
elk, as well as hundreds of deer, are harvested here each fall; 4,700 
elk were taken by some 17,000 hunters in 1954, a number that repre- 
sents approximately 10 percent of the total harvest of this big game 
animal in the United States. Hunters spend more than $3 million 
on their visits into Clearwater ranges from which they take meat 
that is valued at more than three-quarters of a million dollars. Out- 
fitters and guides, who serve these visitors, do more than $200,000 
worth of business annually. 

Winter food shortages limit the increases of elk and deer in the 
Clearwater country. These would be made more critical by the flood- 
ing of thousands of acres of low valley ranges by the Bruces Eddy 
and Penny Cliffs Reservoirs. 

Big game concentrates along the lower slopes and canyon floors 
of these drainages when winter snows cover the high mountain ranges. 
The loss of the low wintering areas, coupled with the obstruction of 
elk migration routes, would result in excessive die-offs from starvation 
during hard winters. Estimates by the Idaho Department of Fish 
and Games and the United States Forest Service of elk and deer 
population within the areas of the Clearwater affected by Bruces 
eddy show that several thousand elk and deer use ranges which would 
be inundated by the waters of the proposed impoundment. 

Starvation is not new to the big game herds of the Clearwater. 
Hard winters have caused losses of thousands of animals due to criti- 
cal food shortages such as those that were experienced during the 
winter of 1948-49 when losses from starvation were estimated at 
between two and three thousand elk and hundreds of mule and white- 
tailed deer. 

Bruces Eddy Dam would flood 49 miles of the canyon of the 
North Fork of the Clearwater, approximately 5 miles of the Little 
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North Fork, and many miles of lower tributary canyons to leave 
even less food to carry animals through these critical winters. No 
method is known for replacing these valley ranges which are so 
vital to the winter survival of the herds. 

The proposed 570-foot dam at Bruces Eddy would form a complete 
obstruction to steelhead trout and chinook salmon migrating from the 
ocean and would seriously affect the habitat of trout in ‘the swift- 
flowing North Fork. This river, one of the main tributaries of the 
Clearwater, is presently occupied by large populations of steelhead 
trout. 

By making its waters inaccesible to these fish, the present and 
otential fish production of the entire Clearwater drainage would 
e seriously impaired, Studies of the Clearwater have shown that 
its potential for production of both steelhead and salmon is tremendous 
and that a steady increase has been recorded in the number of migrant 
steelhead entering it since the construction of adequate fish passage- 
ways over the low dam at Lewiston. 

Counts of fish have shown an increase from 3,693 in 1950 to 13,9 
in 1955, Chinook salmon runs, which were destroyed before the in- 
stallation of fish ladders at the low Lewiston Dam, have also shown 
some indications that they may be reestablished. 

At present, more than 60 percent of the Columbia tributaries are 
blocked to migrant steelhea d and chinook salmon. Each new dam 
on the main Columbia and Snake Rivers, including the Ice Harbor 
and John Day projects, serve as further obstructions to these migrants 
on their trips between the ocean and spawning beds. If we start now 
to block off the headwater spawning streams of the Clearwater River 
by building impassible Bruces Sddy Dam, we will have cut off one of 
the last remaining areas where clear-running mountain streams pro- 
vide breeding w aters of the type required by these highly valued 
sea-run fish. 

Another deathblow will have been dealt the dwindling commer- 
cial fisheries of the Columbia River system, now producing more than 
$17 million worth of harvestable steelhead and chinook annually. 

In addition to its great contributions to commercial take, the 
Clearwater provides unequaled sport fishing for both resident trout 
species and steelhead. In 1954, over 182, 700 fishing trips were made 
along its waters. Last year 5,200 angler days were spent by fisher- 
men who visited the North Fork to take over 42 000 trout. Of these, 60 
percent were spawned by steelhead which would be completely elimi- 
nated by the Bruces Eddy Dam. 

What would the artificial reservoir created by the dam offer to ¢ om- 
pensate for these losses of vital big game range and some of the best 
fish-producing streams of the country ? ? Scarred and denuded 
‘anyons, steep-walled slopes covered by silt deposition that would be 
exposed by the extreme water fluctuations. The natural beauty of 
these precipitous mountain valleys, covered by dense growths of ever- 
greens and the shrubs which are staple winter foods of | big game, would 
be destroyed and the area would no longer be known as an attraction 
to these thousands of recreational users who now visit it in numbers 
that increase with each passing year. 

The Idaho Department of F ‘ish and Game, the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service, the Idaho Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit, 
and the Oregon State Game and Fish Commissions have indicated 
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that the Bruces Eddy Dam would have devastating effects on wild- 
life and recreational resources. 

They have urged that biological studies, now in progress, be com- 
pleted before any projects are authorized on the Clearwater River. 
Such studies would serve to demonstrate the effects of such a project 
on fish and game and the millions of dollars of income that accrue 
from recreational uses of this wilderness. Once destroyed, these 
values are irreplaceable, and approval of plans to build Bruce’s Eddy, 
Penny Cliffs, or any one of the several other dams proposed for con- 
struction on the Clearwater River threaten to preclude completion of 
a comprehensive and fully integrated program of water development 
for the Middle Snake River Basin. 

Conservationists point to sites along the Snake River, above its con- 
fluence with the Salmon River, as practicable alternatives to the 
Clearwater projects. Comprehensive planning, which will place em- 
phasis on the consideration of all resource values of the Middle Snake 
River should replace that of the Corps of Engineers, other Federal 
agencies, and private power interests which seek to overlook and 
minimize through misrepresentation, the benefits from wildlife and 
recreation. 

We cannot anticipate satisfaction from river developments that are 
the outgrowth of continued conflicts between dam-building agencies 
that have battled relentlessly for control of these waters. Such an ap- 
proach will ultimately result in misuse and waste of the resources of a 
once rich area. As conservationists, we are determined to oppose 
desecration of wildlife, wilderness, and other recreational resources on 
this altar. 

In conclusion, I wish to emphasize that the Bruce’s Eddy project has 
not been authorized by the Congress. Any action to authorize the 
supplemental appropriation requested in the Federal budget to finance 
in total, or in part, the construction of this dam would be considered by 
the National Wildlife Federation to be detrimental to the best interests 
of the people of the Northwest and the entire United States. 

Thank you for the privilege of appearing here today. 

(The statements referred to follow: ) 


STATEMENT OF JACK O’CONNOR, CHAIRMAN, IDAHO WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


This statement is to protest the granting of Federal funds for the building of a 
dam on the North Fork of the Clearwater River in Idaho, for funds for a dam on 
the Middle Fork of the Clearwater, and for a dam on the John Day River that is a 
tributary to the Columbia. 

All of the dams would have very serious effects on migratory fish, and the two 
dams on the Clearwater would flood the winter range on which the largest elk 
herd in North America is dependent for survival in hard winters. This herd is 
one of the great wildlife assets of the Nation, a herd which produces an annual 
kill well in excess of 4,000 elk—or more than 10 percent of the elk shot in North 
America. 

As I understand it a hearing is to be held on the North Fork and John Day 
Dams, neither of which has been authorized by the Congress and an attempt is 
to be made to secure appropriations. At the present time the Idaho State Game 
Department and the Fish and Wildlife Service are engaged in a biological survey 
of the Clearwater area and when that is completed, Congress will have a clear 
picture of the damage that will be done. Until the time that the survey is com- 
plete, any appropriation would be a gamble and one which the best trained tech- 
nicians who are familiar with the area and its game believe would have a serious 
adverse effect on the steelhead and salmon runs as well as on the elk. 
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In Senate Document 51 the Army engineers, for reasons best known to them- 
selves, have attempted to make light of the very serious biological consequences 
of the building of the Clearwater dams, to make light of the opposition, and 
deliberately to withhold information from the Congress and to distort infor 
mation. 

Let me say here that the impression which the Corps of Engineers strives to 
give to the Congress through the report on the biological consequences of the 
building of the dams is completely in variance with the opinions of the game 
departments of Idaho, Oregon, and Washington, and of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

The building of dams on the Clearwater and the building of a dam at John 
Day is opposed by the clubs of the Idaho Wildlife Federation, of the Tri-State 
Wildlife Federation, the Washington Big Game Council, the Idaho Outdoor Asso- 
ciation, the Oregon Isaak Walton League, the National Wildlife Federation, the 
Outdoor Writers Association, the Wildlife Management Institute, the Sierra 
Club, the Wilderness Society—in fact every Northwestern conservation organ- 
ization and every national conservation organization. 

Hoping that you and the other members of the House Appropriations Commit- 
tee will feel that any appropriation at this time for any of the dams mentioned 
above would be reckless and unwise. 


STATEMENT OF District No. 2 WILDLIFE FEDERATION TO SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC 
Works oF House APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE CONCERNING JOHN Day DAM 
ON THE COLUMBIA RIVER, AND Bruce’s Eppy DAM ON CLEARWATER RIVER 


By Morton R. Brigham, secretary, District No. 2 Wildlife Federation 


Sportsmen of the 9 sportsmen’s clubs in the 5 north central Idaho counties in 
district 2 of the Idaho Wildlife Federation wish to protest against appropriation 
of any funds for John Day Dam on the Columbia or Bruce’s Eddy Dam on the 
North Fork of the Clearwater River. 

About 75 percent of the spawning area in the Columbia Basin formerly used 


by anadromous fish, including steelhead and salmon, has been lost as a result 
of dam construction. Dams have been completed across the paths of major runs 
of fish in the remaining portion of the watershed at Bonneville and McNary 
sites on the Columbia River. Another dam across the Columbia is almost com- 
pleted at the Dalles site. Construction funds have been allocated for stil! 
another dam across the lower Snake at Ice Harbor site. If funds are appro- 
priated for John Day dam, this would make a total of 5 dams across the major 
fish runs that use the Salmon, Clearwater, Imnaha, Grand Ronde, Powder, and 
Weiser Rivers. 

Experience at Bonneville, only place where research has been done to evaluate 
losses of fish from construction of low-head dams, is anything but encouraging, 
with losses of both upstream and downstream migrant fish being of serious pro- 
portions. Funds for research leading to better ways of passing fish over dams 
have been insufficient to develop any new methods, and it is evident that if the 
remaning fish in the Columbia are to be saved, dam construction must be held 
up until such a time as better methods of passing fish are developed and proven. 
The combined effect of dams already built may well have a disastrous effect on 
the fish, and unless it is our national purpose to decimate and destroy our 
natural resources, there is little use in appropriating funds for additional projects 
such as John Day, at least at the present time. Columbia fisheries resources 
now support a commercial fish industry worth some $17 million annually, as 
well as a great sports fishery which has not been measured to determine its 
economic importance to the area. 

Bruce’s Eddy Dam, proposed for the North Fork of the Clearwater River, 
would annihilate all runs of fish in the stream, estimated at almost half of the 
population of the Clearwater, which during the last year had a run of about 
14,000 adult steelhead as well as some salmon. The Clearwater has great po- 
tential capacity for raising both steelhead and salmon, with the number of 
fish using the stream having increased from 3,500 fish in 1950 to almost 14,000 
in 1955 following improvement of fish-passage facilities at the Lewiston Dam. 
Only meager efforts have been made to date to rehabilitate the runs of salmon, 
destroyed by lack of fish-passage facilities some years back in a dam at Lewiston. 
Results of these efforts are far from discouraging, with a good number of adults 
using the Lewiston ladders each year. 
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The 574 foot Bruces Eddy Dam would create a reservoir about 49 miles long 
and covering some 14,000 acres, extending up the North Fork and Little North 
Fork of the Clearwater. Much of this area to be flooded is now utilized by 
enormous herds of deer and elk, with one of the finest elk herds in the State 
using its upper reaches in ‘severe winters. 

In addition, migration routes of the animals would be flooded by the proposed 
impoundment, and unless further information is obtained before dam construc- 
tion is begun, a tragic and unnecessary loss of the magnificent elk herd in this 
drainage could occur which would cause a national uproar. 

Federal and State estimates of animals in the North Fork drainage total 
10,800 elk and 7,500 deer. A considerable portion of these animals could be lost 
as a result of Bruces Eddy Dam. The promoters of the dam do not know what 
portion would be lost, and do not intend to wait for additional information which 
will soon be available from field work currently in progress. 

We wish to point out that the Bruces Eddy project has never been authorized 
by Congress. Appropriation of planning and construction funds for such an 
unauthorized project would bypass the usual safeguards to natural resources 
inherent to obtaining authorization. 

Flood-control benefits claimed for the Bruces Eddy project total some $300,000 
for local benefits alone. Only two floods have occurred on the Clearwater since 
1900, and over such a period total flood damage from this river could hardly 
amount to over $5 million. In this period, at a rate of 300,000 per year, the 
claimed benefits would total over $16 million, an exaggeration of serious pro- 
portions. 

Cost estimates totaling some $120 million for the Bruces Eddy project have 
been assembled by the Corps of Engineers in too much of a hurry. They do not 
know spans of bridges that would replace those to be flooded, length of new roads 
required, and similar information. Landowners who would be flooded out have 
not been contacted by the corps, and no agreement has been reached with them. 

The nine sportsmen’s organizations in this area, most directly affected by both 
of these projects, wish to register a vigorous protest to the appropriation of funds 
for either project, and suggest that power and flood-control dams be built instead 
at the Hells Canyon Mountain Sheep, and Pleasant Valley sites on the middle 
Snike River, where losses of fish and wildlife resources could be minimized and 


projects appear to be more feasible economically. 


Mr. Magnuson. I am very familiar with this country, Mr. Brand- 
borg. I have been there many times and I know something about 
the elk, fish and other wildlife, which are very important resources 
of the State of Idaho, and the Nation. 

Mr. Branpporc. That is very fortunate. I, too, happen to be a 
native of the Clearwater drainage area and that is my home stomping 
grounds, so I am very glad to know you are here as one who is 
acquainted with the watershed. 

Mr. Magnuson. Would there be any benefits from this reservoir 
to the logging interests in that part of the country ? 

Mr. Branppore. I believe there would be very great benefits to 
the logging interests which would have water access to the timber 
resources of the upper North Fork area. 

Mr. Magnuson. A great volume of timber could be floated down- 
river instead of it being necessary to construct roads ? 

Mr. Branppora. That is the argument that has been offered to date; 
however, if the timber is to be floated downriver, and installation will 
have to be made for bringing the logs from the pool of this reservoir 
up over this high 570 foot dam and then down to water level on the 
lower side. The cost estimates for such installations vary consid- 
erably but, as I recall it, it could represent about a half million dol- 
lars for Bruces Eddy and the Penny Cliffs projects. 

I would like to supply you with the exact figure as outlined orig- 
inally in the Corps of Engineer plans. Installations were to be pro- 
vided by the Government at Government expense. 
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Mr. Macnuson. Have you heard any suggestion that the timber 
companies or the timber company which would receive this benefit, 
transportation benefit for logs, might participate in the cost of this 
construction if it were authorized and it did go ahead ? 

Mr. Branppore. I personally have not heard that they would par- 
ticipate in financing this log facility. 

Mr. Macnuson. In other words, pay anything for the use of the 
waterway ? 

Mr. Branpporc. To my knowledge, they have not indicated that 
they would. 

Mr. Macnuson. What recourse would the elk have in the dead of 
winter in grazing and forage ground that would be flooded out? 

Mr. Branppora. Well, as one who has worked on big game in the 
Clearwater drainage, I believe that the elk would be hard pressed 
during the critical winter periods. 

As you know, in that country many winters are comparatively easy. 
The snow is light, but we count on having severe winters when the 
animals are driven from the high ranges down to the low valleys and 
during these critical winters the valley floor and the low areas that 
would be inundated are of great importance. 

The animals will yard up, so to speak, in those areas and they 
make it through the winter right there. 

Now, we know that we are being faced with a critical food shortage 
on all of the Clearwater big game ranges. We don’t, at this point, 
have adequate winter forage during average hard winters and if we 
lost this vast area through inundation, as a result of Bruce Eddy Dam, 
we would be even harder pressed for this critical winter range. We 
have no way, to my knowledge, and I don’t believe the wildlife agen- 
cies in the area have developed means for compensating for the loss 
of this critical winter range. We simply don’t know how to do that. 

Mr. Maaenvuson. In the past, has it been necessary to feed this herd, 
I mean in any particularly hard winter? 

Mr. Branprore. In the past, feeding has been advocated by some 
interests in the area because of the extremely heavy losses of elk and 
deer. Of course, as I say, we lost as many as 10 percent of the Clear- 
water elk herd, during the winter of 1948-49, but it is a physical im- 
possibility and it is impractical to contemplate feeding. Feeding is no 
“out.” In many cases we have tried to feed under conditions com- 
parable to this where we encountered heavy losses as a result of our 
feeding. 

The animals are conditioned in such a way that thev can’t take this. 
Many times they come in and fill up on artificial feeds and drop over 
dead in a matter of hours. We know it is impractical and not feasible 
economically to contemplate that kind of program on the Clearwater. 

Mr. Maenuson. The soft life does not agree with them. 

Mr. Branpegore. It doesn’t agree with them. Asa general rule feed- 
ing has proven to be a bad practice with big game herds throughout 
the West and other areas. It is done only where absolutely necessary 
and where no other alternative is in sight and where it isn’t possible 
to reduce the herd to the carrying capacity of restricted winter ranges. 

Mr. Maenuson. Finally, I might say that I think it is rather un- 
usual for us to be considering a tentative request for funds for a proj- 
ect which has not even been authorized. Of course, it might not be 
authorized. 
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Mr. Jensen. I think this matter has been covered very thoroughly. 

I have had a lot of experience with big game and outdoor life. 
There are, of course, countless comments that could be made on both 
sides of the issue, but you can be assured we will try our level best 
to do the right thing for everybody concerned and for the welfare of 
the Nation. 

I want to compliment you folks for being farsighted in this. You 
have been taking the bull by the horns before he gets you. 

I have been pleased to listen to you. 

I have said this on many occasions in talking about the child of 
today, that if the father would take his child, boy or gir], out hunting, 
fishing, or camping with him he would not have to worry about that 
boy or girl going wrong. He would not spend his time idly. 

Mr. Branpsorc. He wouldn’t spend his time in poolhalls. 

Mr. Jensen. No; he wouldn’t spend his time doing anything that 
could be classified even in a minor degree as child delinquency and 
it is, I think, one of the most wonderful things to know that folks like 
you and people all over this country of ours will take time to take 
great interest in the soil conservation, wildlife, and our natural- 
resources problem. I have a nephew who, when he was a child, I 
often told stories concerning hunting and fishing and I took him 
hunting and fishing and now he is one of the leaders in the fish and 
wildlife movement; so when Congressman Jensen considers a matter 
of this kind he thinks about the value of the fish and wildlife always 
and I know that goes for Mr. Magnuson and every member of this com- 
mittee; when they build dams we just insist that they see to it that 
the fish get over the dam and we spend a lot of money building fish 
ladders; we even tried out a fish elevator, which was not very suc- 
cessful; but anyway you can rest assured we will give this matter 
our every consideration. 

Mr. Branpsora. That is most reassuring to us. 

Mr. Maenuson. All right; who will be the next witness ? 

Mr. Branpsore. We will have Mr. C. R. Gutermuth. 


STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH 


Mr. Gurermutu. I have been in New Orleans putting on a wildlife 
conference and I just got in this morning. My statement will be very 
short, but it will be extemporaneous. 

IT am C. R. Gutermuth, vice president of the Wildlife Management 
Institute, a national-membership organization devoted to the im- 
proved management of natural resources in the public interest. It 
is one of the oldest nonprofit organizations in this country. Many 
of the members of this committee are acquainted with Dr. Ira N. 
Gabrielson, the institute’s president. 

The request for funds to enable the Corps of Engineers to begin 
construction of the Bruces Eddy Dam on the North Fork of the Clear- 
water River in Idaho is most untimely. 

It is untimely, first, because there is no existing congressional au- 
thorization for the construction of this project. The appropriate 
committees of the House and Senate have not held hearings to deter- 
mine the feasibility and advisability of constructing a dam at the 
Bruces Eddy site. The appropriating of public funds at this time 
would, therefore, be an ill-advised diversion from long-established 
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congressional procedure. A bill was introduced in the 83d Congress 
which sought authorization for the Bruces Eddy Dam and a second, 
Penny Cliffs, on the nearby Middle Fork of the Clearwater River. 
This failed to receive consideration by the House Public Works Com- 
mittee largely because of widespread opposition to these two dams. 

At the present time, personnel of the United States Fish and Wild- 
life Service and the Idaho Department of Fish and Game are con- 
ducting a survey to determine the effect that the construction of the 
Bruces Eddy Dam and the resulting impoundment would have on the 
game, fish, and recreational resources of this Clearwater area. Con- 
servationists assume that these studies, which were authorized by the 
Congress, are being conducted to obtain facts for use by Congress in its 
consideration of the project should an authorization request be made 
for the construction of this dam. 

Although complete information is not available to appraise in detail 
the wildlife and recreational value of the Clearwater River drain: wwe, 
it is known that they are considerable. This knowledge, in fact, 
prompted the Oregon State Game and Fish Commissions to prepare 
a joint report which appears on pages 10 to 17 of Senate Document No. 
51, 84th Congress, Ist session, relating to the threat to these resources 
fvom the proposals a by the Army Corps of Engineers for the 
“Middle Snake River, Snake River and Tributaries, Wyoming, Idaho, 
Oregon, and Washington.” The construction of a dam at the Bruces 
Eddy site, as well as the others that were proposed, the Oregon 
agencies agree, would have a much more detrimental effect upon 
game, fish, and recreational resources of the Northwest than is indi- 
cated in the corps’ optimistic report. 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard numerous complaints of the very 
unfair way in which they have presented the facts in that Senate 
Document 51. Much of the pertinent information has not been in- 
cluded in the document by the corps, and I think that if anyone studies 
that report to get the true facts of this case that they should take that 
matter into consideration because it does not contain all of the infor- 
mation that should be presented to the Congress for consideration by 
the Congress. 

The Bruces E ddy Dam would completely block the North Fork of 
the Clearwater River to the anadromous fish and, in addition, would 
have a serious effect on the resident trout populations. This stream is 
famous for steelhead trout and its obstruction with a dam of insur- 
mountable height—even with fishways—would eliminate this drain- 
age as a producer of anadromous fish. 

Those fishways, elevators and so forth, Mr. Jensen, that you spoke of, 
while they have been effective to a point in carrying the large fish over 
the dam they stall haven't found a way for the ‘fish to get downstream 
and out to sea again without, in the case of power dams, going through 
the turbines and so forth, which you can realize the effect. of. 

Mr. Jensen. I know about that. It destroys possibly a third of 
the fish that go through. 

Mr. Gurermutn. The loss is tremendous, as we know. The backed- 
up waters of the Bruces Eddy Dam would inundate 12,000 acres of 
prime winter food plants for many of the areas 20,000 to 25,000 elk 
and a large number of deer. Loss of this winter food would place 
these big game animals in jeopardy and the impoundment itself would 
create a physic ‘al barrier to their necessary seasonal movements. 
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Now, Mr. Chairman, about the migration groups. We have not yet 
found a way to get these animals to change their ancestral migration 
routes and when you block their migration routes, as would be done 
in this case with this impoundment, it is inconceivable, from what we 
presently know of the habits and characteristics of big game, that they 
would ever find their way around this large impoundment and down 
into their former wintering grounds. 

You spoke of feeding. "The institute published the Elk of North 
America, by Mr. Olaus J. Murie, who is one of the leading authorities 
on elk. That book contains a 25-year intensive study on the habits, 
food habits, and characteristics of elk. It is brought out very vividly 
in that book that it is virtually impossible to feed elk as has been tried 
in Yellowstone for the Yellowstone herd, and so on. In other words, 
these animals are just simply not adapted to that type of artificial 
feeding. 

Annually about 10,000 hunters recreate in the Clearwater drainage, 
bag nearly 4,000 big game animals, and spend at least $3 million in so 
doing. The meat value of the animals is nearly $1 sal ltion annually 
and about $200,000 worth of business is created for the 40 or more 
commercial pack outfitters in the area. 

At this point I would like to say, while I just hurried back from the 
conference in New Orleans and haven't had time to look up the in- 
formation, Mr. Chairman, I would like to have permission to submit 
in the record at a later date an article which I read in one of the 
Oregon papers, I believe it was a Portland paper, several months ago 
which quoted Col. F. S$. Candy, the former district engineer of the 
Army Corps of Engineers of that district, who conducted the public 
hearings at Orofino in Macenties of 1953. He was quoted in this 
paper at considerable length after his retirement from the corps, 
what his personal opinion was of the proposals for construction of 
these two dams on the Clearwater, and I would like to submit that 
quoted opinion of that retired district engineer. It certainly is quite 
different from the testimony that he helped to bring forth in the hear- 
ing that was conducted there in 1953. 

I think it would be worthy for the record. 

Mr. Magnuson. If you will submit that, we will place it in the 
record. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 


{Outdoor America, September—October-November 1954] 
CONSERVATION AFFAIRS 
Wuy, CoLoNEL TANDy, WHAT ARE You SAYING? 


Col. F. S. Tandy of Walla Walla, Wash., who retired on a recent Saturday as 
district engineer for the Army engineers, was quoted on Sunday in the Portland 
Oregonian as sharply criticizing the corps in connection with its program of dams 
und reservoirs in the vast Columbia Basin of the Pacific Northwest. 

The Army’s “308” report for the Columbia Basin, on which representations 
to Congress have been made for construction appropriations, is “obsolescent” and 
contains four “basic flaws,” Colonel Tandy is quoted as saying. 

More than that, the Bureau of Reclamation’s similar proposals and studies are, 
according to Colonel Tandy, no more than “a propaganda document intended to 
force a Columbia Valley administration (authority) down the throats of the 
people of the Northwest.” 

Colonel Tandy told the newspaper he believed a type of “board of review” is 
needed to advise the President and Congress on water programs. 
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He is quoted as saying no comprehensive study has yet been made to help pro- 
vide information on which to base sensible answers on the Hells Canyon Dam 
proposal for the Snake River (tributary of the Columbia), about which there has 
been much controversy. 

Flood control storage, Colonel Tandy said, should be high in watersheds, close 
to the mountain snow packs that cause high water troubles—not down in the 
main river valleys after the floods have already been built up to damaging 
volume. 

He said protecting fish runs was so important it should rule out most high dam 
reservoirs at downstream sites. 

Asking local interests to foot part of the bill, in the partnership system that 
has been advocated by some influential people in the Northwest, would be healthy, 
the colonel] said, in holding dam construction to the minimum needed, since people 
would be slower to approve huge expenditures if their own money was in it. 

Well. All this from a man who, only 1 day earlier, had been a colonel of the 
Corps of Engineers. Sounds almost like he had instead been a studious, hard- 
working member of the Izaak Walton League of America. 

Welcome to the conservation team, Colonel Tandy. Careful, though, that your 
former confreres don’t label you a disgruntled sorehead. 

Mr. GurermutnH. The statement of the Oregon Game and Fish Com- 
missions is an objective appraisal of the effect. construction of the 
dams would have on known natural resources values. It is based on 
their intimate knowledge of the requirements of game and fish and 
on the experiences that have been recorded following the erection of 
other dams in the Northwest. It is expected that the field studies of 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the Idaho Depart- 
ment of Fish and Game will reveal the magnitude of natural resources 
values that should be considered whenever an authorization is sought 
fora dam in the clearwater drainage. 

Mr. Chairman, even if Bruces Eddy Dam had been authorized by 
Congress—and it has not—the appropriation of money to begin con- 
struction would be inadvisable. Sincere and well justified questions 
have been raised about the effect of such a dam on - tremendous 
game, fish, and recreational resources of this Idaho are 

Upward of 30 million Americans annually meashincaae hunting and 
fishing licenses. Many millions more who hunt and fish are not re- 
quired to obtain them. Each year, untold millions of persons turn 
to the out-of-doors for recreational outlets. Surely, any river basin 
planning that is in the national interest should consider the effects 
of impoundments on game, fish, and recreational resources as well 
as on flood control, navigation, or power production. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Macnuson. All right, who is the next witness? 


STATEMENT OF MICHAEL NADEL 


Mr. Napet. My name is Michael Nadel. I would like to state that 
Mr. Howard Zahniser was not scheduled to appear here today but 
was to represent the Sierra Club but he did not receive the Sierra 
Club material in time and asks for the privilege of appearing at a 
later date to present a statement on behalf of the Sierra Club. 

Mr. Maenuson. I cannot say definitely. It is my understanding at 
this time that this hearing will conclude next week. If there is not 
time he may submit a statement. 

Mr. Napvev. Thank you. 

I appreciate the opportunity of presenting a brief statement in be- 
half of the Wilderness Society, of which I am assistant executive 
secretary. 
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I should like, first, to recall that in February 1954 Dr. Olaus J. 
Murie, president of the Wilderness Society, was heard by the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in Washington, D. C., on the 
proposed construction of a Bruce’s Eddy Dam on the north fork of the 
Clearwater River in Idaho. 

I want to interpolate here the appreciation of Mr. Gutermuth’s 
reference to Dr. Murie, and it is particularly pleasing since Mr. 
Gutermuth himself is a distinguished conservationist. 

Dr. Murie, a foremost authority on the subject of elk, stated that 
the Bruce’s Eddy impoundment would flood canyons in which is 
located the crucial winter range of the elk. On this winter range is 
produced the browse species which elk require in order to subsist. 

Dr. Murie also called attention to the destructive effect this en- 
gineering structure would have upon steelhead trout and salmon 
resources by inhibiting their migratory runs and obliterating spawn- 
ing areas. 

In addition to these unhappy results, thousands of acres of forest 
land would be flooded and lost forever. 

Against this background we should now consider the following 
statement by Brig. Gen. Louis H. Foote, division engineer for the 
North Pacific Division of the Army Corps of Engineers, which was 
reported in the December 3, 1955, issue of the Lewiston Tribune, in 
connection with the project for which you are now considering ap- 
propriations: 

There is no such thing as an ultimate and complete plan, however. If our 
plan is valid for 12 to 15 years, we will have done a remarkable job. 

Our appreciation of such candor does not lessen the sense of amaze- 
ment at such calm acceptance of irrevocable annihilation of needed 
scenic, wildlife, recreational, and economic resourses in order to build 
a commodity whose life will be only 12 to 15 years. 

In the view of any prudent planner for public works, this cannot 
be considered as being in the nature of an investment in the interest 
of the people of the Nation. Dr. Murie observed that farsighted plan- 
ners must give consideration to all the values which are vital to our 
welfare. There are broad public interests which have the first claim, 
in our natures and in our social and economic needs, upon especially 
meaningful natural areas and resources. Let us not short circuit our 
needed resources by being shortsighted. 

It would be a worthy thing for the engineers to get together with 
other agencies that represent the consumers of the Nation. There 
need be no real conflict nor controversy, if all the needs are studied 
and put in genuine perspective. 

We must support our cooperating wildlife conservation groups in 
opposing the construction of Bruce’s Eddy Dam on the ground that 
it would destroy irreplaceable natural resources. A dam to meet 
suitable purposes of the proponents should be constructed on alterna- 
tive sites where there will be less damage to our already diminished 
resources. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Branprore. Now we have Mr. Packard of the National Parks 
Association. Mr. Packard is also representing the Emergency Con- 
servation Committee. 
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STATEMENT OF FRED M. PACKARD 


Mr. Packarp. My name is Fred M. Packard. May I say before I 
start, it is a great ‘ple asure to be here, because the members of this 
committee are well known for their consideration of the national 
parks which I am concerned with. 

I am executive secretary of the National Parks Association, a 
nongovernmental citizens’ organization dedicated to the continued 
preservation of the national parks and monuments of the United 
States. The association is concerned also with the protection of wil- 
derness and other natural areas that are of such outstanding impor- 
tance as to warrant such protection for the benefit and enjoyment 
of the American people. One of the principal natural resources re- 
quiring guardianship is the wildlife of the country; and the associa- 
tion is interested in any proposal that unduly threatens its habitat. 

The National Parks Association is perturbed by current efforts to 
secure appropriations for Bruce’s Eddy Dam - other major water- 
development projects on the Clearwater River in Idaho. We believe 
these proposed dams would do irreparable injaiy to vital natural 
resources that far outweighs any benefits anticipated. Nor do we be- 
lieve it proper such structures be undertaken prior to the presentation 
of more conclusive evidence that will demonstrate whether or not a 
high Hells Canyon Dam or these alternatives will best serve the public 
interest. 

This association does not consider itself qualified to appraise the 
economic or engineering feasibility of these methods of providing 
power for the Northwest. It is directly concerned, however, with the 
protection and perpetuation of America’s natural resources. ‘There 
appears to be no doubt whatever that the Bruces Eddy and related 
dams would have catastrophic impact on the fish resources of the 
region, on the survival of the largest free running elk herd in the 
country, and on scenic and recreational values that are essential to the 
economy of the States concerned. 

Stream after stream has been closed to spawning salmon, until today 
only a few of the once great runs remain to support an industry valued 
at many millions of dollars annually. The United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service advises that between 30 and 50 — of the spring 
salmon runs go up the Salmon River. The Hells Canyon Dam would 
not destroy this resource; dams on the Clearwater would seriously 
affect the sport and commercial fisheries of the entire Columbia River. 
No effort te save it by ladders or fishways can successfully enable the 
salmon to surmount obstacles almost 600 feet high. One of the major 
industries of the region will vanish: the substitute benefit appears to 
be that a few lumber companies will be provided easier transport for 
their timber. We question whether this is worth the sacrifice. 

Thousands of deer and elk winter in the area that would be flooded. 
Their migrations across their range would be blocked. Yet, again, 
the recreational value of this resource is one of the principal assets 
of the local economy. 

At present, this is a region famed for its beauty and varied recrea- 
tional potentialities. These values, too, would be lost. For it has been 
abundantly demonstrated that enjoyable recreation is virtually im- 
possible around reservoirs that have large drawdowns, and Bruces 
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Eddy and the related dams would have, according to reports, a draw- 
down of as much as 200 feet. 

The recent floods in the Northwest may stimulate interest in any 
panacea that remotely offers to relieve that problem. Flood control is 
a sound activity, if done in the right way in the right place. We have 
yet to see convincing evidence that Bruces Eddy Dam or the others 
proposed on the Clearwater would result in significant benefits in this 
regard; and, in any event, this benefit must be weighed against the 
damage to other values to be anticipated. 

Therefore, the National Parks Association urges that this com- 
mittee withhold funds for this construction, certainly until better 
knowledge is available as to which of the potential methods proposed 
will best serve the public welfare. 

Mr. Maanuson. Thank you, Mr. Packard. 

Who shall be our next witness ? 


STATEMENT OF DR. SPENCER SMITH 


Mr. Branpsore, Dr. Spencer Smith, the secretary of the Citizens 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

Mr. Maenuson. Is this a national organization ? 

Dr. Smirn. This committee is concerned with this problem. The 
individuals that have joined the organization within the last year 
are working very hard to see that conservation interests are safe- 
guarded. 

I am the secretary of the organization and strangely enough, I am 
not a conservationist. I have been educated to some degree recently 
by my conservation colleagues. My own particular background is that 
of an economist. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize the time is late and I don’t wish to be re- 
dundant and to point out the damage that is going to be done to the 
wildlife if the Bruce’s Eddy is constructed. 

I do wish to point out again that we would oppose this bill if it did 
not come before the Congress for authorization. 

We would like for the proponents of Bruce’s Eddy to come before 
this Congress with a bill to authorize Bruce’s Eddy Dam. We feel 
there should be an extended public hearing before the Interior Com- 
mittee and the Appropriation Committee. We feel that this matter 
is significant in the total development of the West and should be thor- 
oughly explored. 

As far as my own comments are concerned, I will be brief, and I am 
sure that for this I will get the support of all here. We feel there are 
three major items: First, the damage to wildlife that the Bruce’s Eddy 
Dam will do. I do not want to go into that since I think it has been 
covered. 

Secondly, what of the cost? I think what bothers me has been the 
estimation of the cost. We hear cost in terms of kilowatt hours and 
cost in terms of acre-feet, but I wonder if we can get the basic cost 
because it appears that every time you damage something that is ir- 
replaceable there is no quantification of this cost. There is no dollars 
and cents value which can be placed on it; it is gone. There is no way 
we can tell that this will be a boon or more of a boon to commercial 
enterprises. I am just as sure as I am sitting here that logging inter- 
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ests can probably bring in reams of evidence to prove that this will be 
nt seetielila venture and that it may add considerably to the economic 
strength of the surrounding country. 

I don’t know that, but I suspect they could. I would also suspect 
this could be pointed out, as in most places in the West that such proj- 
ects on the Clearwater River would be very advantageous as far as 
power is concerned. I am sure that probably a strong ‘documentation 

‘an be made to support this argument. I seriously object at this point, 
however, that the case has not been made necessar ily when these things 
have been proved. I think the case starts at this point and considera- 
tion has to be given to the alternative uses as well as the other things 
that we are doing with this land, and to the necessity for doing things 
at this particular time. 

The last and the third point that I want to make relates to alterna- 
tive locations. 

Now, my organization just recently stirred up quite a concern, I 
understand, when we moved to adopt the Hells Canyon provision 
with the very careful proviso that we were not to get into the private 
versus public power controversy at this point. We are not particu- 
larly interested in who builds it, but terribly interested in where it 
is built. 

Hells Canyon would be built in an area that is pretty much devoid 
of the kind of interest we are trying to protect. We see time and time 
again where the wise use of reservoirs will bring about economic de- 
velopments. We are not obstructionists. We are anxious for these 
areas to be developed but in such a way that other irreplaceable values 
may be preserved. I haven't been able to document in this short time 
and I may ask the chairman for the opportunity to do this, but it 
appears to me that the total water impounded, for example, at Hells 
High Canyon is considerably greater than it would be with the low 
dams and those that are pr oposed for the Clearwater. 

Neither do I know for certain but I have a strong suspicion, that 
whether you include or do not include taxes, as far as the high Hells 
Canyon dam is concerned, that the power cost per kilowatt- -hour at 
the load center would probably be just about what it would be at 
the bus bar on the Clearwater at Bruces Eddy. It may even be lower. 
I am not saying these things dogmatically for there is evidence for 
this reasoning. I am reluctant to be categorical, however, because I 
do not have the careful documentation this would require, but these 
things should be carefully considered before we destroy the elk herd. 
We have other alternatives below Hells High Canyon Dam and these 
should also receive careful consideration. 

I think Mr. Brandborg considered the Hells Canyon reach of the 
middle Snake. We find time and time again that alternatives are 
possible. 

I might add that it is my understanding that the upper Colorado 
bill has the approval of both Houses of Congress and will go for the 
President’s signature. 

It was said at one time that this project was not feasible without 
Echo Park, but it is also my understanding that there is general agree- 
ment on both sides of the aisle that this upper Colorado project is 
feasible without Echo Park. Not only in this instance but in other 
cases that have come to you where there have been alternatives that 
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do not destroy wildlife, parks, and wilderness values and yet ac- 
complished the development objectives. 

I think it is part of our responsibility and part of our duty to look 

carefully at the best total utilization of our resources. We are quite 
aware of the fact that most of our members, most of our brains and 
abilities lie in the area of ecology, biology, and wildlife management. 
But what we are most anxious to do is to take a wide range of these 
multiple uses of resources and make sure that when economic develop- 
ment comes that it comes in those areas that are compatible with the 
preservation. This is not an impossible task. With the best effort 
of everyone they are more often compatible than in conflict. 

That is all I have to say. 

Mr. Magnuson. Mr. Smith, as one of the authors of the proposed 
legislation which would authorize a high dam in Hells Canyon, I 
would like to say that I believe if we could build that dam that any 
supposed need for Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs would disappear. 

Mr. Siti. Our information, at present, appears to support your 
statement. Also the arguments to the contrary aren't very convinc- 
ing. We keep being told that we needed this first for water impound- 
ment. We said, “Couldn’t you get it some place else?” Then they 
said, “We need it for flood control.” 

Then we ask, “How often have you had floods on the Clearwater ?” 

And I think they said, “Two since 1900.” 

All IT am asking and all the conservationists want is not the moon 
and not to obstruct, but basically the total best use of these resources 
for all the many and varied wants. I certainly hope that the chairman 
is right, that if a high Hells Canyon Dam is built Clearwater dams 
will not be needed. I must caution again, however, that we have 
problems of our own without getting into public versus power prob- 
lems but we are interested in where it is built very much. 

Mr. Maanvuson. We are not the body to authorize these sites. We 
in this committee merely appropriate or fail to appropriate the money 
after a dam has been authorized. 

Mr. Branprorc. That concludes the testimony that the various 
conservation organizations have to offer. 

I might say that we met outside the door and in the interest of 
time got together to come to you as a group. 

We do represent distinct and separate organizations and each of 
us speaks for our own membership. We are very much indebted to 
vou for listening to us so patiently. 

Mr. Maenvson. You made a fine presentation. 

(The following was submitted for the record :) 

Boise, IDAHO, March 17, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 


Chairman, House Appropriations Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Appropriation for Bruces Eddy Dam on Clearwater in Idaho highly undesir- 
able. High dam this site repugnant to public interest. Include this protest 
in reeord of hearing before Public Works Subcommittee. 

Thanks. 

3RUCE BOWLER, 
Clearwater Committee Idaho Wildlife Federation. 





Turespay, MArcu 20, 1956. 


Waco Dam anv Reservoir 
WITNESSES 


HON. W. R. POAGE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF TEXAS 

HON. OMAR BURLESON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 

HON. CLARK THOMPSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 

JACK H. KULTGEN, BOARD MEMBER. BRAZOS RIVER AUTHORITY 

HARLON M. FENTRESS, WACO, TEX. 

JACK JAFFREY, CITY MANAGER, WACO, TEX. 


Mr. Kirwan. The committee will be in order. 

Our first witness is our colleague, Mr. Poage, of ‘Texas. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, we are 
here representing the people of Brazos area. [am not sure whether the 
Chair is entirely familiar with the geography in that part of the world. 
This area [indicating] represents the Brazos drainage area. This 
basin is larger than the Tennessee Valley. Some people do not realize 
that by looking at it on the map. We have almost the same number of 
people the Tennessee Valley has. Waco is the largest city in the 
valley. 

For 19 years we have been seeking a program that would control the 
floods of that Brazos Valley. I have called this to the attention of 
numerous committees of Congress, but I do not believe I have ever 
imposed on our chairman of this morning to call attention to the fact 
that there were more people drowned in one flood of the Brazos than 
were drowned in the New England floods last fall. One hundred and 
sixty-three people drowned in one flood. 

Mr. Botanp. When? 

Mr. Poagr. 1921. 

There was more water passed Cameron, Tex., down here on the 
Little River than passed Kansas City in the great floods of 1951 and 
1952. Half as much water passed Waco, Tex., in 1936, as passed 
Kansas City during these floods. The engineers long ago carried on 
surveys and finally approved a comprehensive project for the control 
of the whole of this Brazos area. 

They have built the Whitney Reservoir which is on the main stream 
of the Brazos and the Belton Reservoir which is on the largest tribu- 
tary; that is, the Leon and the Little River. The largest tributary 
of the Brazos is dammed and so is the main stream. The other tribu- 
taries are not dammed at the present time. 

The project of the engineers contemplates 8 dams of which 2 have 
already been built. All have been authorized. Planning money has 
been advanced—— 

Mr. Kirwan. Are there budget estimates on this project ? 

Mr. Poace. I will explain it this way: There was a budget esti- 
mate last year and $100,000 was advanced and is now being spent on 
advanced planning. This is the Bosque River right here and it flows 
into the Brazos right at Waco. There is a dam site up the Bosque 
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from Waco. That is 1 of the 6 dams remaining to be built. There is 
a budget estimate of $100,000 for additional planning work this year. 
We would like to see the committee appropriate enough money to bring 
that planning along as fast as the engineers can efficiently use it. 

Mr. Botanp. What are the two dams that are built ? 

Mr. Poace. Whitney on the main stream, Belton on the Leon River, 
and we now know that we can proceed much faster with the planning 
of the Waco Dam than the budget estimate will allow. 

The southwestern district, as we understand it, is in the position 
of being able to carry on the planning at a more rapid rate. There 
are times when they can do extra planning and there are times when 
they cannot do it. We feel it should be done while they can do it. 
We feel $300,000 can be efficiently spent, roughly $200,000 more than 
has been recommended by the budget. We would like to ask the 
committee to contact the engineers, as we know you will have them 
before you, and ask them as to their views with respect to how much 
can be efliciently spent. It is our feeling that about $200,000 is the 
additional amount of planning money that we need to bring us to the 
construction stage of this essential link in this entire Brazos program. 
That program is just like your hand and your fingers, Mr. Chairman. 
We have these dams up here and every one of them make a part of it. 
Until you get those fingers, your arm is not very helpful to you, 
and we want to go ahead and grow those fingers as fast as we can. 

We have the city manager of the city of Waco with us, Mr. Jeffrey. 
We also have the former president of our chamber of commerce, the 
publisher of our papers, Mr. Harlon M. Fentress, and Mr. Jack H. 
Kultgen, past president of the Waco Chamber of Commerce and 
member of the board of directors of the Brazos River Authority, a 
State agency. We also have Mr. Churchill Duncan, of Killeen, Tex., 
another director of the Brazos River Authority, and Mr. Sidney 
Dobbins, the manager of the Waco Chamber of Commerce. 

Mr. Kirwan. How many of you are going to testify ¢ 

Mr. Poace. We would like to have Mr. Kultgen start the matter for 
the State authority and then probably Mr. Fentress. 

Mr. Kirwan. I want to call your attention to the 12 minutes which 
you have. There is another group of people waiting outside. 

Mr. Burzeson. I represent the district that has the Proctor Reser- 
voir in it. That is one of the six that we have been talking about. 
I have pro and con statements, and these witnesses have come from 
my district and the area to testify. Would that mean 20 minutes 
for both sides? 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes, sir; you have 20 minutes all told allotted to you. 
If you want to incorporate your story into the record without reading 
it, you will both have 20 minutes. Each group has 20 minutes. What- 
ever you want to do is up to you. 

Mr. Burteson. Do you want to complete these gentlemen here and 
then I would mention the other dams. 

Mr. Poacr. These people are only interested in the Waco Reservoir. 
You have another project for the next 20 minutes. 






















STATEMENT OF HON. OMAR BURLESON 








Mr. Burteson. I do agree with my colleague, Mr. Poage. We are 
talking about 2 projects, 1 of which has been completed. The dam 
at Waco is in Mr. Poage’s district just below mine and it is the No. 1 
project, according to the engineers, in importance of the series of 
six projects. The Proctor Reservoir is the No. 2, as designated by 
engineers, in importance. As I said, one is complimentary to the 
other. What we are hoping that this committee would see fit is to 
grant additional planning money which is beyond and in addition to 
that recommended in the budget to complete the planning phase or 
at least—I believe the word of the Army engineers is “conclusion,” 
and whether that means conclusion, I am not certain—but to bring 
the Waco Dam in its planning phase to a conclusion and grant us 
an additional sum which the Army engineers mention here for the 
Proctor Reservoir, the sum of $75,000 to begin planning on the No. 2 
project. I think that is all I need to sa 

Mr. Poace. Now, we would like to ae from Mr. Kultgen. 










STATEMENT OF JACK 





H. KULTGEN 





Mr. Kutreen. I am J. H. see a Waco businessman and mem- 
ber of the executive committee of the board of directors of the Brazos 
River Authority, a State agency, entrusted with the responsibility for 
the development of the Brazos River. In the brief filed with this 
commmittee you will find a letter from Brazos River Authority 
officially endorsing this Waco project. The BRA is now operating 
Possum Kingdom ‘Dam, north of Waco about 150 miles. So that you 
will not think we are not doing things for ourselves, the BRA has 
under plan, a series of power dams between Possum Kingdom Dam 
and Whitney Dam (Whitney Dam is approximately 50 miles north 
of Waco on the Brazos. It is necessary that our dams be power 
dams because the only way we have to finance them is through the 
sale of power. Unlike the BRA dams, the Waco Reservoir will not 
produce power. The BRA at this time is more concerned with the 
conservation of water than with anything else, because we are having 
terriffic demands made on us by the farmers below for irrigation water 
and municipal water. 

The BRA is in full agreement with the Corps of Engineers on this 
project t and will coordinate their policies with those of the Cor ps of 
<ngineers for the fullest control of the Brazos to the end that it will 
provide the greatest possible beneficial use of the waters of the river. 
Thank you very much. 








STATEMENT OF HARLON M. FENTRESS 








Mr. Fentress. The Waco Reservoir projec t that we are interested in 
supporting, was authorized by the 83d Congress under floor-control 
omnibus bill H. R. 9859. This committee was kind enough last year 
to grant us $100,000 for first planning money on this urgent project. 
It is our understanding that the Corps of Engineers will have spent 
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this full amount by June of this year. It is our further understand- 
ing that the President’s budget has included another $100,000 for the 
planning of this project, which will be available in July of this year, 
provided Congress approves. 

Last year, the amount of $100,000 was not questioned. We under- 
stood that the engineers, in starting a project of this nature, could 
not spend more than this amount the first year; however, now that 
the project is underway and the Corps of Engineers have started build- 
ing a staff to work on their project, we honestly feel justified in 
requesting approximately $300,000 this year. Our reasons for this 
request are realistic and justified and are supported by the Corps of 
Engineers through their Brazos River and tributaries report, known 
as House Document No. 535. 

First, this project has been given No. 1 priority by the Corps of 
Engineers out of the group of six in the entire overall project of House 
Document 535. 

Second, it is the natural next link in the chain that is being forged 
to control the great Brazos River and its tributaries. 

Third, with the completion of this project, plus the Whitney Reser- 
voir and the Belton Reservoir approximately 96 percent of the Brazos 
will be controlled. 

Fourth, this project will have local participation by the city of Waco 
in the amount of 4 to 5 million dollars. 

Fifth, the city af Waco has a near water problem which will be 
solved when this project is completed. Our present water supply 
comes from Lake Waco which is approximately 60 percent silted. 
Each year we are entitrely dependent upon our spring rains to pro- 
vide our municipal supply. 

We fully realize this: The Federal Government is not, and should 
not be concerned with local municipal water-supply problems, but 
inasmuch as this is a joint project for both flood control and water 
supply, we feel justified in telling you of our water-supply problems in 
order that you might have the overall picture in considering our re- 
quest for $280,000 for continued planning on the Waco Reservoir. 

We think you for the opportunity to be heard. 

Mr. Botanp. How much is involved here? 

Mr. Fentress. It is estimated to be about $3 million or $4 million. 

Mr. Botanp. And the total cost is $37 million, or so? 

Mr. Fentress. I believe that is the estimate of the engineers. That 
is how much we would have to spend if we were to go elsewhere and 
put up a reservoir which would have to be in one of these watersheds. 
It would not aid in flood control or conservation or aid in the project 
as a whole, such as we are discussing. I believe the shortage of 
hydrological engineers in that particular southwest area has caused 
the slowing up of the program as far as it has proceeded. We are 
advised, however, by the Fort Worth office that they now have an 
adequate supply with which to pursue the completion of the planning 
that is now underway. They also feel that they can sped all of the 
money that has been appropriated up to this point by the end of this 
fiscal year, that is, June 30; that this succeeding year they will be 
in a position to spend that much and more, too. It is estimated that 
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approximately $300,000 will be needed to complete the planning and 
bring it up to first construction. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Poaar. We would like to ask Mr. Jeffrey for a short statement. 





STATEMENT 





OF JACK JEFFREY 





Mr. Jerrrey. My name is Jack Jeffrey. Iam the city manager of 
the city of Waco. 

As has been pointed out by Mr. Fentress, our two greatest needs in 
Waco are probably flood protection and an adequate water supply. 
Our city has developed rather rapidly for the past 20 years, but we can- 
not fail to recall the fact that we have experienced devastating floods 
in the past and until the flow of the Bosque is controlled, we know that 
these Roads may reoccur. The Army engineers have recommended 
a structure that will protect us from these floods. At the same time, 
Waco’s supply of domestic water is, as has been explained, reaching 
a critical point. We must have a new and greatly enlarged water 
supply. We recognize that the people of Waco must pay for this 
water supply. We do not expect the Federal Government to give it 
to us; however, we realize that if we can take care of our needs for 
municipal water at the same time that the engineers construct the 
needed flood-protection works, that there can be a saving for both 
the city and the Federal Government. We believe that this is good 
business. Waco is ready to vote the bonds necessary to provide for our 
municipal water supply. 

If we are not given an opportunity to cooperate with the Federal 
Government, we will have to do this alone. Obviously the city of 
Waco cannot contemplate building a structure anywhere in the neigh- 
borhood of the size contemplated by the flood-control program, but 
we would be glad to put our water-supply money into the same project 
with the Government’s flood-control money and to build a structure 
that will serve both purposes at the same time. As city manager of the 
city of Waco, I am authorized to repeat the commitment heretofore 
made that, if this flood-control project can be commenced in the near 
future, Waco will pay her fair share of the cost. 

Mr. Poacre. Mr. Chairman, we have with us also Congressman 
Clark Thompson. 


























STATEMENT OF HON, CLARK THOMPSON 





Mr. Triomprson. I represent the lower part of the Brazos River. On 
behalf of my people, I want to say that we are just as much interested 
in the further development as the people who live right there. We 
would like to see the planning proceed just as rapidly as possible. 

Mr. PoaGe. One more item for the record, please. We want to call 
attention to the fact that this is a flood-control dam. It was recom- 
mended by the Army engineers as a flood-control dam as one of the 
essential control units of the Brazos River. The river floods down in 
Congressman Thompson’s area just the same as it does in ours. We 

cannot build a dam down in the lower reaches where there are no 
75294—56—pt. 1-——11 
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banks. We can only control the floods at the points where the Army 
engineers have suggested dams. 

Mr. Botanp. I have been sitting on this committee since last year 
and this is the most expensive flood-control reservoir I have witnessed. 

Mr. Poace. It is also one of the most extensive. It involves pro- 
tection for 400 river miles. It is about 200 miles in the straight line. 

Basically it is flood control. That is what the Army engineers have 
recommended. Whatever we put in that reservoir in the way of stor- 
age the city of Waco will pay for. We do not need that big a reservoir 
for storage at Waco. We need only on the order of a $5 million res- 
ervoir, and whenever we need storage the city of Waco will pay for it. 

Mr. Botanp. How large is Waco ? 

Mr. Poaer. It is around 100,000. Of course, Waco is “the city that 
is not there.” Waco had a tornado less than 2 years ago which killed 
115 people in a 5-minute period and swept right through the center 
of the town. Weare faced with that problem, but we will raise money 
to pay for the storage in this dam. 


Waco Dam aAanp Reservotrr Prosecr 
WITNESS 


HON. OLIN E. TEAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Kirwan. Congressman Teague of Texas will be the next 
witness. Congressman, you may proceed. 


Mr. Teacur. Mr. Chairman, during the 81st Congress the Corps of 


Engineers submitted to the Congress a comprehensive plan of im- 
provement for the Brazos River and its tributaries in Texas. The 
plan included a system of six reservoirs to provide for a high degree 
of protection against frequently recurring floods, regulation of the 
low-water streamflow to alleviate water shortages during drought 
periods and increased facilities for generation of hydroelectric power. 

Each of these 6 projects, 1 of which has already been constructed 
(Whitney Dam and Reservoir project) constitutes an integral part 
of the overall plan and construction of all 6 were given a high priority 
for expeditious construction. 

At the present time, there are items in the budget for fiscal year 
1957 of $100,000 for planning at Waco for the Waco Reservoir and it 
is my understanding that the Assistant Chief of Engineers for Flood 
Control has indicated to my colleagues, Mr. Poage and Mr. Burleson, 
that they can utilize additional moneys for Proctor Dam and Reser- 
voir. This happens to be the only dam that lies above another within 
the plan and for that reason it does have the added advantage that if 
constructed, will enhance the value that the Federal Government 
already has in the Belton project. 

It is respectfully requested that your subcommittee, Mr. Chairman, 
give favorable consideration to the approval of the moneys asked for 
within the budget request for the continuation of the planning phases 
of the Waco Dam and the Proctor Dam. 
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Proctor REsERVOIR 
WITNESSES 


HON. OMAR BURLESON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 

HON. W. R. POAGE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF TEXAS 

HON. CLARK THOMPSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 

EDWIN L. KELLER, DUBLIN, TEX., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

RAY SMITH, KILLEEN, TEX. 

BYROM SKELTON, TEMPLE, TEX. 

L. B. CARTER, PROCTOR, TEX. 

JACK H. KULTGEN 

LOWERY EASLEY 

W. C. McCLOSKEY 


Mr. Kirwan. Congressman Burleson, we will hear you now on the 
Proctor Reservoir project. 

Mr. Burueson. This group is interested in the Proctor Reservoir. 
It is the No. 2 project in importance on the upper Brazos River devel- 
opment which comprises a series of six dams on smaller rivers feeding 
into the Brazos. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a part of 
the record a letter addressed to Mr. Poage and me, a letter from Gen- 
eral Itschener, who is the Assistant Chief of the Engineers for Civil 


Works, in which the engineers advised Mr. Poage and me that they 
will be able to utilize a sum of money in the neighborhood of $200,000 
in addition to the $100,000 for planning at Waco, Tex., which is now 
in the budget. It is a little less than that. Also, I would like to insert 
a letter from the chairman of the House Public Works Committee, 
Mr. Buckley. 

(The letters referred to are as follows :) 


Exuisit B 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington D. C., February 21, 1956. 
Hon. OMAR BURLESON, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Buriteson: Reference is made to the joint letter from you and Con- 
gressmen Poage, dated February 18, 1956, concerning the authorized Waco and 
Proctor Reservoir projects on the Barzos River, Tex. You ask for information 
as to the amounts of funds which might be expended on these projects in fiscal 
year 1957. 

As you point out, the amount of $100,000 is now included jn the Presjdent’s 
budget for the Waco project. In addition to this amount, $250,000 would be re- 
quired to complete preconstruction planning. Of the $250,000, $180,000 could be 
expended economically in fiscal year 1957 leaving an estimated $70,000 required 
to complete preconstruction planning. Availability of these additional funds 
in fiscal year 1957, a total of $280,000, would permit faster progress on surveys, 
subsurface explorations, and office studies. 

With regard to Proctor Reservoir, the amount of $75,000 could be profitably 
utilized in fiscal year 1957 to initiate planning work. The first phase of planning 
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Proctor Reservoir would be a determination of up-to-date economics, the scope of 
the project, storage, allocation of storage, and costs, and determination of local 
interests’ views on repayment of costs allocated to water supply. The effect on 
Belton would also be investigated. 
‘I trust that the above information is sufficient for your present needs. How- 
ever, should you desire additional data, please do not hesitate to call upon me. 
Sincerely yours, 
E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Major General, USA, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


ExHIsir A 


COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WoRKS, 
HOovuUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D. C., March 7, 1956. 
Hon. OMAR BURLESON, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear CoLLeAGue: The Committee on Public Works has received from the 
Office of the Chief of Engineers the following report with respect to your request 
for a review of reports on Leon River, Tex. : 

The dam site referred to as the “Old Stephenville Bridge location” is one of 
report on the Brazos River and tributaries, printed in House Document No. 535, 
Sist Congress. (The site is referred to as the Hamilton Dam site in the docu- 
ment.) These sites were investigated subsequent to authorization of Belton 
Reservoir at the request of local interests who desired flood control and water 
conservation storage on the Leon River upstream from the Belton project. Of 
the several sites investigated it was found that only the Proctor site was so 
located as to be an economically justfied unit in the general flood-control plan 
for the Brazos River watershed. Construction of Proctor Reservoir was, there- 
fore, recommended, and the other sites, including the “Old Stephenville Bridge” 
site, were rejected as economically infeasible. No significant change in the 
flood plain between Proctor and Belton Reservoirs has become apparent since 
preparation of the aforementioned report. 

The economic feasibility of a reservoir at the site selected by local interests 
for flood control to supplement that provided by Proctor Reservoir appears 
doubtful, and a reservoir at the desired location for water conservation only 
would be a local responsibilty. Accomplishment of a study on a dam at the 
“Old Stephenville Bridge” location, therefore, appears inadvisable at this time. 

The Chief of Engineers does not recommend approval of the resolution. 

Very sincerely yours, 
CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, M. C., 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works. 


Mr. Poacr. This Proctor Dam is on Leon which is the biggest tribu- 
tary to the Brazos. These are tributaries of the Brazos. The Army 
engineers’ plan contemplated only one dam on the Brazos. That is 
Whitney which has been built; the Belton Reservoir has been built 
down here, and then there are six more dams which have been au- 
thorized—the Waco Dam on the Bosque, the Proctor Dam on the Leon, 
the Youngsport Reservoir on the Lampasas River, and a reservoir on 
the San Gabriel River, a reservoir on the Navasota called the Ferguson 
Dam and another one known as Yeawah Creek, which is in Thorn- 
berry’s district, down in the lower region. Those six, when con- 
structed, according to the engineers, will control the floods of the main 
river from Waco down to the coast. which is that 400-river-mile area— 
200 air miles. 
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Mr. Burteson. The point, Mr. Chairman, is that this is a series 
of developments which Mr. Poage describes. It is anticipated, ac- 
cording to the engineers, to control floods on the lower reaches of the 
Brazos. The pr imary purpose is flood control and water conservation. 

The dam at Proctor is, as ‘I said earlier, second in importance, and 
the engineers have told us that they can profitably and feasibly utilize 
the sum of $75,000 to begin the planning phase on the Proctor Reser- 
voir. We believe that it would hasten the d: ay when this entire devel- 
opment could be realized. The importance of it has been pointed out 
by Mr. Poage. It is a tremendously important thing to our part of 
the country. 

At this point, gentlemen, may I say that under the Flood Prevention 
Act sponsored and offered by my colleague, Mr. Poage, there is now 
vending in the Rules Committee an amendment to that bill. It will 
be argued by some, that these larger dams construction is not com- 
patible with the flood-prevention concept. As a matter of fact, it is 
only logical to conclude that one is complementary to the other and 
both complementary to the even larger dams on the main stream of 
the Brazos, much of which is being developed by the Brazos River 
Authority, an agency of the State of "Texas. 

There is local opposition on the Proctor project, mainly from those 
whose property will be affected. 

I think you realize that that is usually the natural thing. 

On the other hand, this is a thing that is going to mean much to the 
economy, to the conservation and preservation of a vast area about 
which I feel a very deep and strong devotion. Better practices for 
soil and water conservation should have been done about 50 years ago. 

It will be argued in connection with the Flood Prevention Act that 
it will thwart a great many plans that they have for development. 
I repeat, one is complementary to the other. In this area, there is 
opportunity for promoting projects under the Department of Agri- 
culture on these upstreams where floods are held, where water is con- 
served. It is like closing the barn door before the horse is stolen. 
I think this will give great impetus to such developments. 

Now, I would like to introduce my constituents who are here and 
who will speak. They are not, however, all my constituents, since some 
of them are Mr. Poage’s constituents. 

At the head of the table is Mr. Ed Keller, who will represent the 
group from Proctor; Mr. Roy Smith, from Killeen, Tex.; Mr. Dick 
Harbin, of Dublin, Tex.: Mr. Byrom Skleton, from Temple, Tex. 
Mr. Autrey, of Gustine, Tex.; I think you met Senator Sanford here: 
Mr. L. B. Carter, of the Proctor area, who is a landowner in the area; 
Mr. C. M. Hatch, who is in the county just below the county where 
the Proctor Dam is located; Mr. Castle Ellis, of Comanche; and Mr. 
L. B. Howard, of Stephensville, “which is located in Erath County, 
which lies a little north and east of the county where we have the 
Proctor Dam located. Mr. Moore is a constituent of Mr. Poage’s and 
is interested in this overall development. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Keller would like to make his statement. 
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STATEMENT OF EDWIN L. KELLER 


Mr. Ketuer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I have 
a prepared statement here which I would like to submit for the record. 
(The statement referred to follows:) ° 


STATEMENT ON PrROcTOR DAM AND RESERVOIR ON LEON RIVER, THE MAIN 
TRIBUTARY OF THE Brazos RIVER IN TEXAS 


My name is Edwin L. Keller, I live in Dublin, Erath County, Tex. I repre- 
sent the chamber of commerce of Dublin and I am associated with Dick Harbin, 
who is with me at this time. He represents the city council of the city of Dublin, 
who has authorized him to appear before this committee along with me. There 
are others in our delegation whom we will want you to hear on this occasion. We 
are appearing before this committee in the interest of the construction of the 
Proctor Dam and Reservoir which is to be constructed on the Leon River in 
Comanche County, Tex. It is our understanding that the dam and reservoir is 
to be constructed for the purpose of flood control and water conservation and 
allied benefits. The plan calls for the construction of a 11,953 foot earthen 
dam and will provide for 31,400 acre-feet of conservation storage and 256,000 
acre-feet of flood-control storage. We are here for the purpose of requesting the 
Congress to appropriate $100,000 to begin the planning on this project. Some of 
the pertinent facts supporting this project are as follows: 


PROCTOR DAM ALREADY AUTHORIZED BY CONGRESS 


The Congress heretofore authorized the construction of Proctor Dam on the 
Leon River near DeLeon, Tex., as a flood-control project to help control the dam- 
aging floods occuring on the watershed of the Brazos River. This dam is one of 
the key structures in this flood-control program because it is located on the Leon 
River, which is the main tributary of the Brazos River and has a total length of 
402 miles before it empties into the Brazos River after which it flows an addi- 
tional 316 miles as a part of the Brazos River to the Gulf of Mexico. The flood- 
control activities on the Leon River will not be adequately taken care of until the 
Proctor Dam is built. 


DATA REGARDING THE LEON RIVER AND THE AREA OF ITS WATERSHED 


The Leon River is formed by the junction of its north and south forks, 2 miles 
southeast of Eastland, in Eastland County, Tex., and flows southeastward 299 
miles to its junction with the Lampasas River, 6 miles southeast of Belton, in 
Bell County, to form Little River, which continues southeasterly 102 miles, 
emptying into the Brazos River 316 miles above the Gulf of Mexico. The Leon 
River with its principal tributary, Cowhouse Creek, drains a rolling-plain area 
of 3,853 square miles. The population in the basin in 1940 was about 107,700, of 
which 41 percent was urban. The principal cities within the basin include East- 
land, De Leon, Dublin, Hamilton, Comanche, Gatesville, Belton, Temple, Cameron, 
and several other smaller communities. Floods occur at any time of the year 
on the Leon River as the result of storms from the Gulf of Mexico producing 
excessive precipitation in the basin. Minor floods occur about once every 2 years 
and major floods about once every 5 years, causing considerable damage in the 
Leon River Valley and contributing to the floods and damages along the Little 
River and Brazos River Valleys. Areas susceptible to major flood damage lie 
along the north fork and near Eastland, along the lower 194 miles of the Leon 
River and along the Cowhouse River 24 miles, averaging about 154,000 acres, of 
which 39,250 acres are cultivated and 90 acres of urban land. The total property 
value of these areas amounts to $6,116,000. Average annual direct and indirect 
damages are estimated to total $480,890. We realize that a portion of this land 
area just given you is now protected by the Belton Reservoir. However, there is 
a great and vast area lying along the 180 miles of this river between the proposed 
Proctor Dam and Belton Dam which should be protected. There are 40,200 acres 
in the flood plain between the Proctor Dam and the Belton Dam, of which 26,700 
acres are in cultivation. The seasonal distribution of rainfall in this area is 
generally favorable for agricultural purposes. Approximately 75 percent of the 
total annual rainfall occurs during the growing season of March to November. 
However, this part of Texas is subject to extreme droughts and heavy precipita- 
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tion during the season of most rain in the months of April, May, and June, which 
are normally the heaviest months of precipitation. The average annual rainfall 
for the Leon River between Proctor and the Belton Reservoir is approximately 
30 inches. In 1919 the Leon River watershed had precipitation of 46 inches and 
in 1917 the rainfall was 16.71 inches, a difference of 29.29 inches. 


DAMAGE AND LOSS OF LIFE FROM FLOODS BELOW PROCTOR DAM 


The territory lying in the river basin below the location of the Proctor Dam 
is principally a flat rolling river plain with low banks which offer no resistance 
to floods even of small proportions. This river overflows farmlands and valleys 
along the 292 miles between the location of the dam site and the Brazos River 
and even below thte confluence of Little River and the Brazos River to the Gulf 
of Mexico 608 miles below the proposed dam site. A 26.9-yvear record of the 
maximum yearly runoff in acre-feet taken at Cameron, Tex., shows that 4,285,000 
acre-feet pass down this river at Cameron in 1 year. The Leon River overflows 
the territory below Belton Dam from 2 to 10 times each year causing annual 
damage ranging from one-half million dollars to $13 million and causing loss of 
life so great that during one flood 164 persuns lust their lives on this part of 
the Leon River. 

It would take too much time and space to detail the number of floods on this 
river each year and the total loss of life during the past 50 years or more, and 
therefore, we will only mention a few of the typical floods occurring in this 
river basin below Proctor Dam site to show you the enormous damage inflicted 
upon the people and their property living in this area in an effort to convince 
you of the vital necessity of the immediate construction of this project. 

We might call to your attention in this respect, the disastrous flood which 
occurred on the Leon River on September 9 and 10, 1921. The amount of water 
passing down this river was measured by a United States Weather Bureau gage 
station located at Cameron, Tex., about 19 miles upstream from the point where 
the lower Leon River (known as Little River) empties into the Brazos River. 
This gage showed this flood reached a peak of 49.5 feet with a maximum discharge 
for the crest of the flood being 647,000 second-feet. These records are shown 
in Water Supply Paper 488, issued by the United States Geological Survey. This 
flood traveled very fast, the crest passing the junction of the Leon and Lampasas 
Rivers (6 miles below the location of the Belton Dam site) at 10:30 a. m. and 
reached Cameron 40 miles by valley downstream at 2:30 p. m. on the same day, 
moving at a rate of 10 miles per hour. The entire valley was flooded and in 
places the river was approximately 4 miles wide. At this time the main Brazos 
River was at a low stage, having only 3.5 feet of water. When the water from 
the Leon River emptied into the Brazos River it caused the Brazos River to run 
upstream for a distance of 20 miles and caused the Brazos River to be at flood 
stage at Hempstead, Tex., 125 miles below the point where the Leon River (Little 
River) empties into the Brazos. 

This flood in 1921 caused 164 persons to lose their lives in this area below 
the Proctor Dam site and caused a loss in property of $12,640,000. 

For the period from 1913 to 1929 the total property and business loss due to 
floods on the Brazos River and tributaries was $29,057,455 and during this 
same period of time, 346 persons were drowned, the greatest portion of this 
loss having been suffered in the Leon River watershed below Proctor Dam 
location. 

The flood of 1921 contained more floodwaters than ever passed down the 
Mississippi River or the Missouri River above their junction and contained 
more than one-third as much water as ever passed down the Mississippi River 
at New Orleans. These figures show that we are not dealing with a small 
insignificant river, but rather with an uncontrolled river monster that destroys 
everything in its path when at flood stage. 

There were 8 major overflows of the Leon River below Proctor Dam site in 
the first 6 months of 1935. A total loss of property in the Brazos River Valley 
in 1935 was estimated to be $15 million. 

In 1936 the floods on the Brazos River and its tributaries caused damage in 
the sum of $7,882,650, after the waters flooded on the Leon River below Proctor 
Dam site. During the 1936 floods the Leon River spread over the adjacent 
farmland to such an extent that it was several miles wide in the lower part 
of Bell County and in Milam County. Pictures of these floods were taken from 
airplanes and furnished to United States Army engineers, who have them in 
their files. 
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In the month of May in 1952 during an 8-hour period some portions of the 
Leon River watershed above the proposed Proctor Reservoir had a rainfall 
of 19 inches. This local flood caused the loss of two lives and a tremendous 
amount of property damage from the area of Proctor on downstream along 
the Leon River. The maximum known flood in the central and upper portions 
of the Leon watershed occurred in May 19808, based on historical floodmarks, 
this flood reached a stage of 25 feet near Proctor and 29.08 feet downstream 
near Hamilton. The peak discharge for this flood is estimated to be 60,000 
second-feet at Proctor and Hamilton. 

Public hearings concerning this reservoir were begun in the 1930’s and several 
have occurred since that date. It would be impractical here to fully set out 
the mass of information that was assembled at these hearings in regard to specific 
damages along the Leon River below the Proctor Reservoir site. However, 
I mentioned briefly some of this data that was assembled. Rainfall during the 
year comes during the growing season and a tremendous damage is done to 
field crops along the river during this period. Experienced also, are the losses 
to pecan crops on the ground ready to be harvested in the fall. The loss of live- 
stock is an ever-present danger and there is damage in destruction of fences. 
Reports show that in the past some schoolchildren have missed as much as 25 
percent of the school year because of the floods. Damages also occur to various 
facilities of public utility companies which cross the Leon River. It has 
already been mentioned that in one Leon River flood 164 lives were lost. No 
monetary value can be placed on this loss. 


BENEFITS TO BE DERIVED FROM THE CONSTRUCTION OF PROCTOR DAM 


A report of the Chief of Engineers of the United States Army being House 
Document No. 535, 8lst Congress, 2d session, set out the Proctor Reservoir on 
the Leon River would benefit property valued in 1946 at $5,113,955 with esti- 
mated annual damages at $539,423 and affording prevention of the loss of $358,- 
708 annually. Additional benefits would accrue, considering the proposed 
Proctor Reservoir and the completed Belton Reservoir together. On May 
25, 1954, President Eisenhower stated before the National Rivers and Harbors 
Congress assembled in Washington that he was convinced that before very long 
America almost unanimously would look upon water as its greatest single 
natural resource. A resource to be of benefit to the Nation must be made 
available and this great resource is a destructive and costly force in property 
and lives unless controlled, and the means of properly controlling and using it, 
of correlating soil and water conservation measures constitute one of our fore- 
most national problems. The people of central Texas are interested in this 
project almost wholly from a standpoint of flood control and water conservation. 
There are, however, allied benefits that can be realized upon the completion of 
this reservoir such as recreation, wildlife protection and conservation, irriga- 
tion, and others. The land below the Proctor Dam site is particularly suited for 
irrigation and a request will be made for a part of the conservation storage to 
be set aside for irrigation use. 

The Proctor Dam would supplement the Belton Dam and make it effective. 
The only dam of any consequence that can be used for flood control on the 
Leon River is the Belton Dam, located approximately 180 river-miles down- 
stream from the Proctor Dam site. While the Belton Dam and Reservoir will 
be helpful in controlling in some degree the disastrous floods occurring on this 
river from time to time as described above, it is not large enough to completely 
control the floods occurring in the area below the Belton Dam and, of course, 
is totally inadequate in controlling floods occurring on the watershed between 
it and the Proctor Dam, 180 miles upstream. The two dams together would 
make it possible to impound practically all of the floodwaters occurring on this 
river and would eliminate all flood damage on the river from the Proctor Dam 
site downstream 292 miles to where it flows into the Brazos River, except such 
floods as might flow imto the river from other tributaries on which no dams 
are located. 

CONCLUSION 


This delegation realizes that this committee has numerous requests for appro- 
priations, some of which are without sufficient merit to require your favorable 
action. We also realize that this committee is making every effort to conserve 
the available funds for appropriation. And we sincerely commend you for 
having such a desire. However, in this case the United States Army engineers 
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recommend the construction of the dam and reservoir in question and the 82d 
Congress authorized this project. In view of this and the facts herein stated, 
relative to the damages accruing and the imperative necessity, we respectfully 
request that this committee provide and approve the expenditure of $100,000 
to be used by the Army engineers for planning money on the proposed Proctor 
Dam and Reservoir. 

We understand that the Chief of Army engineers has advised the Congress- 
men representing the area involved that the Army engineers can justifiably 
and economically use this planning money during this coming fiscal year in 
planning the.construction of the Proctor Dam. 


Respectfully yours, 
Epwin L. KELLER, 


Secretary, Chamber of Commerce of Dublin, Tez. 

Mr. Ketter. About 15 or 20 years ago, the people in our area sug- 
gested that the Army engineers hold some public hearings on the 
Proctor Reservoir because of the extensive flood damage that they 
experienced in the area, and they have accumulated a mass of data on 
that. I will not attempt to go into it, but I will tell you something 
just briefly, something about the area. 

The Leon River area is a rolling plain area, and the proposed 
Proctor Reservoir site will have a drainage area of approximately 425 
square miles. Below this Proctor Reservoir, there is about 180 miles 
of Leon River Valley that this dam will protect between there and 
Belton. From there, the Leon River goes on and joins the Lampasas 
River to form the Little River. It is "102 miles long and it runs into 
the Brazos River and from there on to the gulf. 

In this area that the Proctor Dam will protect, there is about 40,200 
acres and 26,700 of that is in cultivation or subject to being cultivated. 

The floods are frequent on this basin and the most disastrous prob- 
ably was the flood of 1908 of which we do not have much of a peenin 
and then again in 1921. This flood, along about the Proctor area- 
we had a river rising about 25 feet and along down about Cameron, 
it was about 49.8. There was an extensive amount of damage, about 
$12,640,000, which was the estimate. 

In addition to that, we cannot place any pecuniary value on the 
164 lives which were lost in that flood. 

The main damages that occur are losses in livestock, crops, and 
fences, and public utilities, roads and highways, and one of the most 
important things is this river. When it gets up, it separates the 
schoolchildren from the schools which they attend and, in some cases, 
they have lost as much as 25 percent of their school year. 

The rainfall in our area is about 30 inches, and it comes at a time 
of the ye: Tye , and July—and, about that time, 
we have our "s aviest prec Saitehion: That is about the time of year, of 
course, that it does the most damage to the crops in the area. 

I have briefly tried to set out some of the main facts here for you. 
I have some other fellows here with me, and I would like you to hear 
from them. 

STATEMENT OF ROY SMITH 


Mr. Burveson. We shall now have a statement from Mr. Roy Smith. 
Mr. Smiru. I am chairman of what is known as the Central Texas 
Area Committee. The towns in that area committee include Waco, 
Temple, Belton, Killeen, Hamilton, Gatesville, and Lampasas. The 
people in those areas are all very interested in this project t along the 
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lines as pointed out by Congressman Burleson—along the lines of soil 
conservation, flood control, and so forth, which is already in the record. 

In addition, I am also chairman of the board of the Belton Water 
Control Improvement District which sells water to Fort Hood, Cop- 
peras Cove, Killeen, and Notonville. y 

The 30-inch line that comes out of the reservoir below this project 
we are keenly interested in, particularly with respect to this Proctor 
Dam, because when it is oalapaenl it will stabilize the Belton Reservoir 
and assure at all times an adequate water supply even during the worst 
drought period when we would have a supply above in order to stabi- 
lize our Belton Reservoir. With the supply of water to the military 
and the other three towns that are in that area, Killen is a town of 
about 7,250 people adjacent to Fort Hood, and that is our interest in 
the matter. 

Mr. Burteson. We shall now have a statement from Mr. Skelton, 
of Temple, Tex. 

STATEMENT OF BYROM SKELTON 


Mr. Sxetton. I am the city attorney in Temple, Tex., located just 
below the Belton Reservoir. We have a population of some 30,000 
people, and the people in that whole area are intensely interested in 
this project. Not only will it save the repetition of the tragic disaster 
where 164 people were drowned in the great flood which Mr. Keller 
mentioned, but it will save untold millions of dollars’ worth of prop- 
erty in that valley. 

That river, on many occasions has overflowed the whole area 6 or 
8 times in a period of 6 months, in some years. It affects not only the 
area between the Proctor Dam itself and the Belton Reservoir but on 
down 400 miles to the Gulf of Mexico, down to where it runs into the 
main Brazos River and into the main Brazos itself. 

The people in the entire area. are very much in favor of this project, 
and we hope that this committee will allow us to go forward with it. 


STATEMENT OF L. B. CARTER 


Mr. Carrer. I do not think I can add anything to what has already 
been said. You gentlemen will hear of the opposition to it. We would 
like you to feel that this opposition is not wholly representative of 
the population in that area. It does not concern wholly all of the 
landowners within this basin. Some of the largest landowners are 
on a petition that has been circulated and I do not believe you gentle- 
men would place too much value on a petition, but some of the land- 
owners, in order to be neighborly, signed this petition. If it will do 
any good, we will bring up a sheaf of their signatures for the dam 
in addition to the petition that you might see opposing the dam. 

Mr. Burueson. I would like Mr. Poage to make a further state- 
ment. 

Mr. Poacr. May I just say that each one of these constitutes one of 
the fingers of the whole arm. We will not be able to avoid these floods 
until we have all of those fingers developed. 

This Proctor Dam is one of the essential parts. It happens to be 
the only dam in the whole project that lies above another dam and, 
for that reason, it does have the added advantage that if you construct 
this Proctor Dam, it will tend to increase the value of the investment 
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that the Government has already made in the Belton Reservoir. The 
Government has a substantial reservoir about 100 river miles below 
Proctor at Belton. That dam, today, must be kept largely empty, as 
Mr. Smith points out there, in order to provide any measure of contro] 
down there in Mr. Thompson’s country so that we cannot maintain 
the water level that is necessary to provide Fort Hood and Killeen 
with an adequate water supply, because if we put water in, we do not 
have the flood control. 

If we have the Proctor Dam above, it does not mean that we would 
store water in the Proctor Dam to release into the Proctor Reservoir 
because that is not the contemplation. However, if you have that 
flood storage in the Proctor Dam, you can maintain your necessary 
water level for Fort Hood at Belton Reservoir and, at the same time, 
have your adequate protection, because you can, in case of floods, then, 
begin to release water at Belton, knowing that you can withhold it 
at Proctor to such a degree that you will always have enough water 
for Fort Hood and Kileen. 

As you may know, Fort Hood is probably the largest armored in- 
stallation of the Defense Department in the United States, and the 
only source of water is this Belton Reservoir which today we cannot 
keep to an adequate level if we are going to have adequate flood pre- 
vention. Therefore, we think it is an opportunity by starting the sur- 
vey and making our studies now to help us move along, and we think 
it is an opportunity to provide not only the necessary flood control 
but to enhance the value of another investment, that the Government 
has, and we think it ought to be started as early as possible. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLARK THOMPSON 


Mr. Burteson. Now, we shall hear from Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Triomrson. The remarks I made previously apply equally to the 
present case. 

The lower part of the Brazos River provides irrigation for the 
greatest rice-producing area in the United States and also for indus- 
tries that are growing up along the coast. We are interested in not 
only flood control but also in impounding water to use in the drier 
seasons. So, we are very much interested and we are in favor of this 
development. 

T join with my colleague and with these gentlemen in the hope that 
you will give them planning money now to do this work. 

Mr. Burirson. May I ask someone if they have in mind—I should 
have it myself and if we do not have it we can supply it for the rec- 
ord—the ratio benefit? Is it 1.24? Can anyone give us that? 

Mr. Fentress. It is in House Document 535. 

Mr. Krrwan. Whenever you can get it, you can put it in the record. 

Mr. Ketter. I would like to get a brief statement from Mr. Kultgen. 


STATEMENT OF JACK KULTGEN 


Mr. Kutteen. We are interested in the whole Brazos River and 
we heartily concur in what these gentlemen have said. 

Mr. Kirwan. We are very happy to have had you here with us. 

Mr. Burreson. This is the opposition to the Proctor Reservoir and 
I shall greatly appreciate the committee hearing these gentlemen 
express their complete views. 
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Mr. Chairman, these three gentlemen whom I will introduce repre- 
sent opposition views to the Proctor Dam. They are landowners and 
residents of the immediate area. 

First, I should like to introduce Mr. Lowery Easley, who will be the 
spokesman for the group. I will introduce Mr. Lowery Easley, and 
next to him is Mr. Victor Scott, and next to him is Mr. W. C. Mc- 
Closkey. 

Before Mr. Easley starts with his statement, I have in my possession 
statements on behalf of the Leon Valley Protective Association. I 
should like to file it with the record and also some form statements 
from approximately 90 to 100 residents of the immediate area. With 
your permission, I would like to file these statements for the committee 
files. 

Mr. Kirwan, All right. 


STATEMENT OF LOWERY EASLEY 


Mr. Eastey. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of this committee, it is 
hard for me to describe my feelings before a meeting like this. Up 
until I came to Washington, I had never seen but two Congressmen in 
my life. I am a farmer, and that is my only occupation. I live on 
the Leon River in Texas. These two gentlemen, my friends, are land- 
owners and residents of the Leon watershed. 

As I say, it is hard for me to describe my feelings as I sit here. It 
is hard to distinguish between the honor of appearing here and the 
sort of shame which a fellow has to feel when he feels like he has to 
come here as a defender, because we feel that we are defending our 
views and our property. 

I am sure that with the knowledge you gentlmen have of this proj- 
ect, the thought that is uppermost in your mind is why the delay in 
making these statements. Why has it taken 9 years to make this 
statement ? 

There is no use in apologizing for ignorance because it is ignorance 
that has caused us to remain silent so long. We have no other con- 
nections, no legal connections; we are farmers, our group, and it is 
ignorance on our part of what we could call this—the way this has 
gone on unchallenged for 9 years. 

It is a deception, or at least we charge deception, which has been 
used in this project, a deception which would be practiced on us; a 
deception which would cause a secretive petition to be circulated and 
to ask Congress to send in Army engineers to survey our land and call 
a hearing, and this public hearing be such that a part of the public 
are not present, at least the part where there is no one present to object. 
That is our position, and I charge that this project has been built on 
that deceptive attitude. 

To recall the history of this Proctor project, I must go back to the 
time of World War II. That is the first knowledge that we could 
account for. Back in World War II, this area I am describing in the 
Leon River is a very productive area. These farmers were pares 
more than any competitive area in this country, but now these same 
farmers are considered almost criminals because they are accused of 
blocking progress. We do not see it exactly that way. In the space 
of 1 year after these unknown forces—unknown to us—asked Con- 
gress for this public hearing, and so a public hearing was granted. I 
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have examined the records in the Army engineers’ office at Fort Worth, 
Tex., the minutes and the complete record of this hearing. 

This hearing shows that the mailing dates for notices to this hear- 
ing were mailed out on December 10, 1947. I have examined the 
mailing list that the Army engineers used. It was an extensive list 
and should have advertised the hearing thoroughly, but we consider 
it was a selective or preferential mailing list; at least it was preferen- 
tial enough that it did not affect the group of farmers in our area 
and they were not present for the hearing. Some people charged 
that it was our unity in the matter. We deny that. 

Since it has been called to our attention, we have been very much 
interested in it. Whether you gentlemen can understand a thing 
like that happening or not, at least in our knowledge it has happened, 
and all of the figures that you have gone on to authorize this project 
were, I would say, deceptive in getting this thing started. 

As I say, we have no proof that there was any printed issues of the 
notice, but neither can we disprove it. We cannot prove that the 
papers published it nor can we prove that they did not; but we know 
that none of our unit received any notice of this hearing through the 
preferential mailing list. We know that, but there were farmers, 
especially below the area of the proposed dam site, who did receive 
material and had advance notice enough so that they were allowed 
to present material. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, the only proof that we have that this 
deception took place is a 98 percent complete record—letters from 
each landowner in this area, and so forth. These landowners were 
asked to give their views as to the legality of the hearing as far as 
we were concerned—not the legality of the Army engineers holding it. 

We do not accuse the Army engineers of any deception. It was 
the manner in which our group was left unprepared and not properly 
notified of this hearing. I asked Mr. Burleson to check this list. 
We have entered it as an exhibit. If you would rather have it 
placed in the record as an exhibit, that will be fine, but it is our 
only proof, if you can say proof, that there was anything deceptive 
used. 

Mr. Kirwan. How many names are contained on that list? 

Mr. Easter. I would say between 90 and 100 landowners. 

Mr. Kirwan. You may file the list with the committee. 

Mr. Eastey. Gentlemen, with the opinions and support of these 
letters behind us, I would charge and challenge the methods used and 
the material in the hearing which authorized the Proctor project. 
The hearing was held in Comanche in January of 1947. I challenged 
the material in the record on these bases: that many of the exhibits 
in there had no relation to the project, and I would say most of the 
material that was submitted at that hearing was a gross exaggeration 
of the facts. 

I have asked if any of you gentlemen have ever seen the true copy of 
the record of the hearing held at Comanche, Tex. The original copy 
is in the offices of the Army engineers at Fort Worth, Tex. I have 
examined it twice. I suppose that it was not necessary that you have 
a copy of that. I examined it and I make that charge, that the mate- 
rial used in this hearing is exaggerated and it should not be considered. 

Mr. Burreson. Do you mean, Mr. Easley, that the material used 
justifying the construction of the project is exaggerated? 
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Mr. Eastey. That is exactly what I mean. They allowed us to 
copy material which we thought was pertinent to that contention. It 
was impossible to copy the entire record, of course. We have the 
names of those who attended the hearing. I know that we have 2 or 3 
men—that is why I said 98 percent—in our areas who, for personal 
reasons, and I can give the names if you want them, worked with out- 
siders to promote a rake-over of our lands. There were four men on 
the list from our affected area. This is the list of the attendants at the 
hearing. ‘There are four men who were present for the hearing that 
would be called in our area. I have no intention of using any space 
to read material from this hearing. I have stuff that is in this hearing 
that I consider misinformation, and I have only one place where I 
would like to use an illustration of deception. 

There were approximately 4 or 5 counties that were represented in 
this hearing. Each county had a spokesman that arranged his 
speakers. 

In our Comanche County, which is the area of the proposed lake, 
the man who did the speaking for our group made this statement in 
the hearing, and I would like to read from it. This is an exact copy 
of the remark which was contained in the minutes. 

I have been selected to preside over the Comanche delegation here. When the 
job was turned over to me to find the amount of damage done in the bottoms, I 
didn’t know how to go about it. I still cannot put it in the dollars and cents. 


Finally, | decided that I would have each farmer who lived up and down the 
river make estimates. 


Do you understand that statement ? 
I would have each farmer who lives up and down the river make an estimate. 


Here is a farmer’s map of approximately four counties. This little 
spot, if you can see it, is a spot where the proposed lake would be. 
This goes to show the amount of farmers’ letters that are filed as exhib- 
its in this hearing report that authorized this Proctor Dam. I read the 
true statement of the Comanche delegation with respect to his going 
up and down the river to make each farmer give an estimate. They 
wanted flood information. In this report here, you cannot read the 
lettering but in this area where the lake is, there are no letters. This 
fiie of individual farmers would indicate that there is a question with 
respect to whether they were ever asked on any occasion to give any 
information, and there is none. It was bypassed. 

Below the dam in this area, there is a space in Comanche County 
below the dam down below, which is understandable, humanly under- 
standable, where there is the desire for the project. I believe you 
will find there are 13 letters on file giving flood information which I 
suppose the engineers used as a basis for their flood-damage estimates. 
You find in the two counties below on this Leon River that there are 
25 and 23 respective letters that are written by these farmers giving 
their flood damage. 

I charge the majority of those letters are gross exaggerations. 

Mr. Kirwan. If you have some of those letters here, you can file 
them with the committee. In fact, you may leave all of them here, 
if you can. 

Mr. Easter. I do not have any letters that would be instrumental 
in making a decision. They are, as I charged, not true fact. 
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Mr. Kirwan. The only regret that I have is that your schedule now 
is overtime. We have allotted you 5 minutes over, about which I am 
not sorry, because I enjoy listening to you testify, but your time was 
up at 10:55. There is another group waiting to come in. 

(Statement of Mr. Easley is as follows :) 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, may I introduce myself and my 
friends and colleagues. I am L. B. Easley, rural route 2, De Leon, Tex. This 
is Mr. Scott, of De Leon, Tex., and Mr. McClesky, of rural route 2, De Loen, Tex. 
Mr. Scott is a farm owner on the Loen River; I also live on the Leon River, 
and Mr. McClesky is a farm owner and lives on the Sabano Creek, a tributary 
of the Leon River. 

It is almost impossible to describe my feelings as I stand here. I have seen 
only two Congressmen up until today. It is hard to determine which emotion is 
uppermost: the feeling of honor in being allowed to stand before this group, or 
the shame in knowing that we and the things that we believe in are defendants 
and are definitely on trial. 

I am a farmer, my only occupation. I have a small knowledge of engineering, 
but I know this Leon River area thoroughly and I know its people. These are 
my qualifications for what I am going to say. 

It is going to be hard to clearly express an explanation of why I did not say 
these things 9 years ago, when there was a hearing in my own county. If you 
gentlemen have any knowledge at all of this project, the question of why this late 
opposition is uppermost in your minds. 

It is useless to apologize for our ignorance. Because it does seem ignorant 
to let such a deception go unchallenged for 9 years. I say a deception in the 
widest terms that can be implied. A deception that has been going on through 
every year since the conception of this Proctor Lake project. I say a deception, 
when a secretive petition can call in a hearing that is called a public hearing, 
and yet a certain part of that public be so left out that no person is present 
who will object. I say a deception again, when material from this hearing has 
continued on until it has caused a threat to be placed over our farmlands. If 
gross exazgeration in this material is not deception, then what can the word be? 

To recall the history of this Proctor Dam project one must go back to the 
days of World War II when these same farmers were toiling, with very little 
help and worn machinery, to deliver the greatest volume of foodstuff, meats, 
grain, and oil-bearing nuts of any similar group in our country. Well, under 
those conditions these men and their families were good patriots; but now, in 
the eyes of some, these same people are regarded almost as criminals—criminal 
blockers of progress. 

In the space of 1 year after the war ended these outside forces, unknown to us, 
must have completed their preparations and requests to Congress for a public 
hearing. So a hearing was granted. We have examined the mailing list that 
was used by the Army engineers which were date mailed December 10, 1946. 
The mailing list was extensive enough to have thoroughly advertised the hearing. 

From what source this list was made up we do not know but we consider it a 
preferential mailing list. If notices were posted by those who should have done 
so We cannot prove, nor can we disprove it. The only proof we can offer is the 
answers from about 98 percent of the affected landowners, which are contained 
in this exhibit. 

We have,asked Congressman Burleson to check this exhibit and make a brief 
statement as to its contents. We wish to now present that information. 

With the opinions and support of all these people behind me I will not hesi- 
tate to challenge the methods used and the results of this hearing which was 
held in Comanche, Tex., January 8, 1947. 

Also, having thorovghly examined and copied many exhibits from the records 
of this hearing I here challenge the entire material used—some as having no re- 
lation to the proposed project and most of it as gross exaggeration of the true 
facts. Having no knowledge of what material may have come before this 
congressional body since that 1947 hearing, we feel it proper to ask for per- 
mission to defend our people against this unknown material. Gentlemen, only 
by the questions you will ask me can we know what has been used against our 

eonle. 

If you prefer me to continue I wish to present the physical proportions of this 
project in my own terms. I could describe it in engineers’ language such as 
cubie acre-feet, acre cubic feet, rates of seconds inflow, ete., and you might 
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understand it, as I don’t. But, I do know when water is knee-deep or neck-deep 
and I know that when water comes by my place in too great a volume it is 
coming from where it should be controlled. Using the Army engineers’ map to 
outline the dimensions of this project I would prefer to use my hand as a medium 
of comparison. 

This river does not compare with the Potomac River, neither the Missouri 
River nor the Brazos River down there in Texas. This drainage area contains 
1,225 square miles, or a 35-mile square. 

I am not an athlete, but I believe I can jump the water an average of once 
every 100 yards using the entire area I am describing. 

We are not guilty of causing the floods; our lands merely carry the excess 
water which leaves the higher watershed. To build the big Proctor Dam will not 
stop these waters from still leaving these higher lands, and its retention will only 
ruin our people. 

Do not let the statement that only 4,830 acres of this area will be permanently 
taken from agricultural uses mislead you. The owners of this remaining land 
have the same feelings you would have if it were decided to use the basement 
of this building to store small bombs and grenades. It might be described as safe 
by those promoting the idea; but being occupants or owners it would not leave a 
safe feeling. To prove this point we will use the map again. 

The engineers state that should rain conditions cause this lake to fill to this 
line, it would take about 50 days to lower the lake down to conservation level 
under their drainage plans. These color lines are approximately on the elevation 
figures, which would indicate the rate of drainage. 

Would you feel safe under such a threat? Well, we don’t. But you could use 
this same $15,100,000 to build over 500 average detention dams on these higher 
lands of the watershed and we could smile again, because that system would suit 
us and also help the lands where the water falls. Would not that be satisfactory 
flood control? 

Last, I will take up values that will or can be destroyed. Without reservation 
I state this proposed lake area contains the finest land in our county. I can go 
on quoting economic facts or I can take you gentlemen on a 5-minute picture tour 
of this entire lake area and you could then draw your own conclusions from 
seeing this as we see it. 


Mr. Chairman, may I have your opinion on this type of exhibit being used? 


Tue FarMers & MERCHANTS NATIONAL BANK OF DE LEON, 
De Leon, Tewv., March 17, 1956. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

“Don’t kill the goose that lays the golden eggs.” The goose is the fertile 
Leon Valley and its tributaries. The golden eggs are the fruits of these valleys 
that would be affected by the building of the Proctor Dam. The principal fruits 
are: The golden grain crops, grasses, livestock, including hogs, pecans, etce., 
all of which are essential in helping feed this section of the country, and in 
fact the whole world. It is our responsibility to do our little part in feeding 
the whole world. The building of the proposed Proctor Dam would inundate 
not less than about 4,700 acres of the most productive land of this section of 
the country. On it approximately 1 million pounds of pecans were harvested 
last year, and sold for about $335,000, and many acres harvested an average 
of about 3,500 pounds or maize per acre. Many of our choicest cattle graze 
upon the luscious grasses of these valleys. Many hungry mouths have been 
fed by the beef and pork that are raised and fed by these grasses. Aside from 
the fruits produced from this land, much harvest labor is furnished to many 
who sorely need it to help support and educate their children. 

The building of the Proctor Dam would not only deprive many citizens of 
the ahove blessings, but would take out of circulation the tax money (the 
yovernment would pay no tax on this land) that is sorely needed to maintain 
our public schools, cities, county, and State, and these taxes would be gone 
forever, unless the daily increase of population should become so acute that 
necessity would demand these inundated lands be restored by destroying the dams, 
and the lands be restored to cultivation. Population is so dense in a large part 
of the world that land for raising sufficient food is a problem. I think we 
need, or soon will, more farmland, instead of less. We need to conserve our 





land by the very best known methods. Our most fertile soil has been neglected, 
and as a result is now in our valleys, making them the rich soil they are. We 
want to conserve it, and the uplands, so far as we can. We cannot help the 
soils in our valleys by impounding water on them. I think upland surface 
tanks and lakes, terracing, and cover crops, and strip cropping will do for the 
upland conservation what some seem to think the river dams should do. But 
let us not kill the goose that lays the golden eggs. 

The writer has been in the De Leon bank for more than 51 years, and has 
clasely: observed the prosperity of the farmers and stockmen on these valleys. 
They are among our very best, and prosperous citizens and customers. It seems 
to me it would be a tragedy to drive them from their good, comfortable homes 
and farms for which they have labored and toiled. Some of these best valley 
homes were cleared and drained by the hard labor of these men. Is it right 
dispossess them that others may boat and fish for recreation over the very 
spots where they had their homes and raised their families, and had planned 
to spend their last days on earth? 

Places of recreation are fine if others are allowed to live and let live. To 
those who foster a place of recreation I suggest they move down about 10 or 
12 miles below the proposed Proctor Dam, and find equally as good a location 
for a 1ake, and which would not inundate nearly so much fertile land. No, 
let us not kill the goose that laid the golden eggs. 

Yours very truly, 
R. R. Harvey, President. 


STATEMENT OF Mr. Lowery B. EASLEY, PERTAINING TO Proctor DAM 


In furnishing information on the map exhibit, which is a map of the Army 
engineers, showing the area of the maximum reservoir and the conservation 
reservoir of the proposed lake basin, we wish to present information explaining 
the map markings. Quoting from a letter from Col. Harry O. Fischer, colonel, 
district engineer at Fort Worth, Tex., we quote, “Drainage policy. In the event 
a flood should occur and the reservoir be filled to maximum reservoir, it would 
take about 50 days to release the storage in the reservoir down to the conserva- 
tion pool, based on our policy of a release of about 5,000 acre-feet per day.” 

The readings and color markings on the map indicate the distance this process 
would require in divisions of 10-day intervals. [These color markings are our 
own.and not the Army engineers’.] We consider that, in this area above the 
purchase line, and which is subject to the easement policy, we have pecan trees 
which are annually capable, and do return, a gross income of at least $250,000 
annually to our landowners. The threat of this regulated drainage causes us 
to believe that these pecan trees will eventually be killed. This threat of economic 
loss would make it extremely difficult for our farmers to accept an easement. 


Mr. Burteson. Mr. McCloskey and Mr. Scott, do you have anything 
you would like to add ? 


STATEMENT OF W. C. M’CLOSKEY 


Mr. McCroskey. I am right in the middle of that area and the 
ew oe of this project have claimed all along that it is wasteland. 

have been there in the place where I am now 28 years and I have 
harvested a crop every year except for 2 years since [ have been there 
and the year before last on account of the drought. 

A lot of statements have been made that you would harvest 1 crop in 
10 years, so that is why I know the remarks in that record were 
oxagerrated. 

r. Burteson. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Kirwan. My only regret is that we do not have more time. 
75294—56—pt. 112 
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GALVESTON SEAWALL 


WITNESSES 


HON. CLARKE THOMPSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 

THEODORE R. ROBINSON, COUNTY JUDGE, GALVESTON COUNTY, 
TEX. 


Mr. Kirwan. Our next witness will be Congressman Thompson 
of Texas. 

Mr. Tuomrson. I have here County Judge Theodore R. Robinson, 
who would like to file with you a brief statement and make a short 
oral statement. 


STATEMENT OF THEODORE R. ROBINSON 


Mr. Ronrnson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, with 
your permission, I shall file this statement in the record. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


GALVESTON, TEx., March 20, 1956. 
The COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
United States House of Representatives, : 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: On November 30, 1953, the United States completed another 
link in thet fortification of the city of Galveston, Tex., against the ravages of 
the Gulf of Mexico. This further extension of the Galveston County, Tex., 
west end seawall was constructed entirely with funds contributed by Galveston 
County, Tex. This defense system began after Gualveston’s first major storm 
on September 8, 1900, when this fine city was swept by hurricane winds accom- 
panied by a 15-foot tide that swept the city causing property damage reported 
to be over $25 million and a loss of more than 6,000 lives; 2,600 homes were 
destroyed and up to 300 feet of land was lost by erosion of the shore. The 
city had been practically destroyed, but the citizens of Galveston fought back 
with the usual courage and determination that always prevails when our 
citizens are in peril. By July 1904 a seawall 17,593 feet long had been con- 
structed by Galveston County, Tex., extending from the inner end of the south 
jetty at E’ghth Street and Avenue A, along Sixth Street to Broadway, and 
then along the gulf shore to 39th Street. 

While this seawall was being constructed, the United States Congress author- 
ized the construction of a seawall of similar design along the front of’ Fort 
Crockett Military Reservation. This reservation is located between 39th and 
53d Streets beyond the end of the county wall as originally constructed. The 
Fort Crockett seawall is 4,935 feet long and ties in three concrete gun em- 
placements on the reservation. It was constructed immediately following 
completion of the county wall at 39th Street, being started in December 1904 
and completed in October 1905. 

The River and Harbor Acts of July 27, 1916. and September 22, 1922, author- 
ized the extension of the then existing county seawall along the gulf front of the 
city of Galveston, Tex., from its angle at Sixth Street and Broadway eastward 
to the south jetty with protection at its junction with the south jetty, to provide 
protection to the outer end of Galveston channel from the effects of tropical 
eyclones. This seawall extension was completed in January 1926. The total 
length of this extension being 13.162 feet, of which 3,362 feet was built with 
funds controbuted by Galveston County, Tex. 

Galveston County also extended the seawall from the Fort Crockett Military 
Reservation at 53d Street to 61st Street, a distance of 2,800 feet, thus giving a 
continuous seawall along the entire front of the city of Galveston. This exten- 
sion was completed in June 1927. s 

The completion of this section brought the seawall to 61st Street. The total 
length of seawall constructed to that point is 38,490 feet, or 7.29 miles, of which 


23,735 feet was constructeed by Galveston County, Tex., and 14,755 feet con- 
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structed by the United States. With the completion of the present southwesterly 
extension of the seawall from 61st Street, a distance of 5,540 feet, makes the 
total length now completed 44,030 feet or approximately 8% wiles. 

From June 1927 to 1944, the city of Galveston, Tex., continued to grow west- 
ward. If this section was to grow, it was evident that additional seawall pro- 
tection would have to be given this area. With this in mind, and for the protec- 
tion of the lives and property of those living west of Glst Street, and in order 
that the city of Galveston, Tex., could continue to grow and expand, the county 
commissioners’ court initiated the further extension of the seawall in a south- 
wester:y direction for a distance of 16,300 feet or a little over 3 miles. 

In this effurt, Galveston County solicited the support of the late Honorable 
J. J. Manstield, of Columbus, ‘Tex., who was then our Representative in Congress. 
Congressiuan Mansfield was successful in securing the adoption of a resolution 
in Congress on November 20, 1945, which authorized the making of the necessary 
reports by the United States Corps of Engineers. 

By virtue of the authorization contained in this resolution, Col. D. W. Griffiths, 
United States district engineer, on January &, 1946, held a public hearing in the 
county courtroom in the city of Galvestun, Tex., to determine the improvements 
desired by Galveston County and to afford all interested parties au opportunity 
to express their views concerning the desired improvements. There were 70 
persons present, including Congressman J. J. Mansfield, the mayor and beard of 
comuissioners of the city of Galvestun, Tex., and the county judge and county 
coumissicners of Galveston County, Tex., representatives of civic organizations 
and business, property owners, and other interested persons. 

A request for a southwesterly extension of the then existing seawall for a 
distancee of 16,300 feet was presented by the county judge, on behalf of the 
Galveston County commissioners’ court and the people of this city. ‘Lhis request 
was endorsed by official statements frum the board of city commissioners aud 
os organizations of the city, and was supported by a brief filed by Galveston 

vunty. 

After an extensive survey, which required about 18 months to complete, Col. 
D. W. Griffiths, United States district eugineer at Galveston, made the following 
recomendations: 

“It is recommended that a project be authorized providing for extending the 
existing seawall in a southwesterly direction for a distance of approximately 
16,300 feet along the shure of the Gulf of Mexico, generally as described in this 
report, at an estimated total first cost for construction of $3,420,000, of which 
$5,550,000 (cost at present prices $3,070,000) is to be borne by the United States 
and $2,870,000 by the local interests, on the condition that local interests in 
addition to contributing $2,570,000 toward the construction cost shall furnish 
assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of War that they will furnish free of 
cost to the United States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for 
the construction of the project, hold and save the United States free from 
damazes due to the construction of the project, aud maintain all project works 
after completion in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary 
of War.” ‘ 

Ou August 28, 1947, an election was held by the Galveston County commis- 
sioners’ court seeking authority to issue seawall bonds for the financing of the 
seawall extension project. This bond issue was approved by the voters of this 
county by a majority of about 4 to 1. 

On April 28, 1948, Col. Henry Hutchings, Jr., division engineer, of the 
United States Corps of Engineers, concurred with the district engineer in rec- 
onnuending the 16,300 feet extension of the Galveston seawall. 

Galveston County was officially notified of these favorable recommendations 
of both the district and division engineers, and were afforded an opportunity to 
furnish additional information to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
in Washington. We requested a formal hearing which wus granted and a 
hearing date set in Washington on June 8, 1948. I personally appeared before 
this Board in Washington accompanied by Congressman Clark W. Thompson 
and W. J. Aicklen, Chairman of the seawall extension committee of the Chamber 
of Commerce of the City of Galveston, and others. We presented formal briefs 
and orally presented Galveston’s case to the Board. On the same date, the 
Roard approved the reports of the district and division engineers and further 
recommended the construction by the United States of an extension of the 
existing Galveston seawall in a southwesterly direction for a distance of ap- 
proximately 15,300 feet along the shore of the Gulf of Mexico, generally in ac- 
cordance with the plan of the district engineer, and at the cost indicated. 
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On February 28, 1949, the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, after a 
review of the reports of the district and division engineers, and the report of 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, approved the views and recom- 
mendations of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. On the same 
date the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, transmitted to the Secretary 
of the Army, the various reports above referred to. 

On March 1, 1949, Beauford H. Jester, Governor of Texas, approved the rec- 
ommendations of the Chief of Engineers for the extension of the seawall at 
Galveston. 

On April 15, 1949, Kenneth C. Royall, Secretary of the Army, transmitted to 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives of the United States Congress the 
report from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, dated February 28, 1949. 

After 5 years of effort, Galveston County was finally successful in getting its 
request for the extension of the seawall before the United States Congress. 

In April 1949, I personally appeared before a subcommittee of the Public 
Works Committee of the House of R>presentatives who was considering, for the 
Congress, an omnibus river and harbors bill containing the seawall extension. 
In this hearing 1 was accompanied by Congressman Clark W. Thompson who 
ably assisted me at that hearing. 

The bill was reported out favorably and in 1950 was passed by both Houses 
of Congress and signed by the President. This act of Congress authorized the 
construction of a 3-mile southwest extension of the seawall at Galveston by the 
United States contingent upon Galveston County complying with the terms of 
said act. Shortly after this authorization by Congress the Korean war began, 
and a Presidential order was issued that funds would be allotted only for 
projects carrying military significance. This looked as if the seawall extension 
prcj ct after all this effort would be halted for the duration of the Korean war, 
but through the fine assistance and cooperation of Congressman Clark W. Thomp- 
son, who was able to prevail upon President Truman to let us go ahead with 
our own money, we were able to continue our efforts to get construction underway. 

The seawall bonds which were voted by the people were sold and thus $3 million 
was raised for construction purposes. After the money was in hand it became 
doubtful that the commissioners’ court had legal authority to contribute to the 
United States the $2,870,000 as required under the act of Congress. To surmount 
this legal obstacle Senator Jimmie Phillips, at the request of the commissioners’ 
court, introduced a bill in the Texas Legislature which was passed by both 
houses of the Texas Legislature and signed by the Governor of Texas on April 
12, 1951, authorizing us to make this contribution to the United States. 

On May 15, 1951, it was my personal privilege and honor to personally present 
to Col. Ellsworth I. Davis, district engineer at Galveston, the county’s check 
for $2,870,000 to comply with the act of Congress so construction of the seawall 
could begin. 

Bids were called for by the United States district engineer at Galveston, and 
the best bid submitted was by Trotti & Thomson, of Beaumont, who bid con- 
struction of 5,151.5 feet of seawall. 

Ground-breaking ceremonies starting actual construction were held on Sep- 
tember 26, 1951, and construction of this section was completed on November 
30, 1953. 

The construction of this last extension of the Galveston County west end 
seawall was by virtue of an act passed by the 81st Congress, 1st session, in 1950, 
and may be found of record in House of Representatives Document 173, said 
House of Representatives Document 173 being specifically referred to herein for 
all nurposes and is made a part hereof the same as if copied herein in full. 

The act of Congress above referred to authorized the extension of the existing 
Galveston seawall in a southwesterly direction for a distance of approximately 
16,300 feet along the shore of the Gu'f of Mexico for an estimated total first cost 
for construction of $8,420,000, of which $5,550,000 (cost at present prices, $8,070,- 
000) is to he borne by the United States and $2,870,000 by Galveston County, 
Tex., on condition that Galveston County, Tex., in addition to contributing the 
$2,870,000 toward the construction cost, would furnish assurances satisfactory 
to the Secretary of War that they will— 

“(a) Furnish free of cost to the United States all lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way necessary for the construction of the project. 

“(b) Hold and save the United States free from damages due to the 
construction of the project. 

“(e) Maintain all project works after completion in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of War.” 





Galveston County, Tex., has fully and completely complied with all of its obli- 
gations, including a contribution to the United States in the sum of $2,870,000 
and has furnished to the Secretary of War all assurances as called for in said 
act of Congress. 

The citizens of Galveston County, Tex., feel that the United States has entered 
into a solemn contract with them to construct 16,300 feet of additional seawall as 
provided in said act of Congress and that having made their contribution of 
$2,870,000 in cash and having furnished all assurances requested of them by 
the Secretary of War and. said extension being now partially completed, that 
the United States Congress is morally if not legally bound to comply with the 
terms of the act of Congress and to appropriate a sufficient sum of money to 
complete this project, which was estimated in said act of Congress to be approxi- 
mately $5,550,000 (cost at present prices $8,070,000). 

Wherefore, premises considered, Galveston County, Tex., prays that this hon- 
orable committee authorize an appropriation of $8,070,000 for the next fiscal year 
so that the Galveston west end seawall can be completed for a total distance of 
16,300 feet as authorized by the 81st Congress, Ist session. 

Respectfully submitted. 

THEODORE R. ROBINSON, 
County Judge, Galveston County, Tez. 

Mr. Rozinson. I am sure you gentlemen are familiar with this 
project, but I want to emphasize the fact that although I am the only 
one here with my Congressman, it does not mean that the other people 
in my county are not interested in this project. This project meets 
with the universal approval of everybody in my county. The hardest 
thing to explain to them is that this authorization was made in 1950 
and the county of Galveston, in compliance with the authorization, has 
spent $3 million of its own money to partially complete the project. 
It is very difficult to explain to them why the Government has not 
come through with something to help us. That is the biggest problem 
we have down in my county. 

This project is a continuing one which started right after the 1900 
storm in Galveston, Tex.; 6,000 people lost their lives and property 
damage amounted to over $25 million. 

Immediately after that storm, the people of the county voted to 
build the seawall, and out of every taxpaying voter in the county, only 
75 people voted against it. The trouble is that, unfortunately, most 
people do not realize the necessity for doing something unless the 
danger has already arisen, and that is what we are trying to prevent. 

We do not want to close the barn door after the horse gets out of 
the stable. 

This project started in 1900 and the first section was finished in 
1904, which extended from the east end of the island to 59th Street. 
Then the Government came along and to protect our harbors they 
built a section east of the boulevard, and Galveston paid for over 
17,593 feet of that. Through Fort Crockett, they picked it up at 
49th Street and carried it to 53d Street, and then the county picked 
it up at 53d Street and carried it to 61st Street. 

Under this authorization, the 81st Congress, Ist session, which 
authorized the construction of 16,300 feet of seawall—the Government 
in the authorization asked the county to put up $3 million which 
we have already done. I think the project is quite simple. We 
realize, of course, your great difficulty as far as finances are con- 
cerned, but we are trying to protect the lives of the people in our 
county. 

Our city is a great potential chemical city, and in the event of w 
we feel that a catastrophe could very easily occur, so we want to do 
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something before that catastrophe happens. There have been great 
floods in the Northeast and there has been a great deal of agitation, 
and so forth, and that is what we are trying to prevent. We do 
not want that damage or lives lost, and we hope you will give us some 
earnest and sincere consideration. 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE CLARK W. THOMPSON, OF TEXAS 


Mr. Trromrson. We have already spent our share of money against 
that which the Federal Government has been authorized to spend. 
So we would like, at as early a date as possible, to complete the project. 
We think the Federal Government should fulfill their obligation. 

Now, may I ask for permission to file a statement concerning the 
Guadalune River? I ask the same with respect to the Colorado River 
and its tributaries. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


COLORADO RIVER PROJECT IN TEXAS 


The Colorado River project in Texas is a part of the Guif Intracoastal Water- 
way system. It was authorized by Congress in 1938 and provides for canaliza- 
tion of the river from the Intracoastal Canal to a point 17 miles upstream 
near the city of Bay City, Tex. This barge canal would serve an area rich 
in natural resources. Undoubtedly the transportation of petroleum products, 
sand, gravel, shell, and general cargo through the canal would justify the 
$900,000 cost within a very short period. This is one of the most rapidly 
developing communities on the gulf coast. The people have in good faith 
invested their money and met every requirement of the Federal Government. 
It is a simple dredging project. No structures at Federal cost are involved. 
If construction funds are made available the Corps of Engineers can begin 
work to complete the project immediately. No allocation of planning funds 
prior to completion is necessary. 


GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY CHANNEL TO VicToRIA, TEx. 


Richard Furman 


Texas history tells us that in 1840 the city council of Victoria was granted 
congressional authority to clear out the Guadalupe River, including a raft a few 
miles below, and collect tolls. The following:spring the steamer Sivan navigated 
the Guadalnpe up to Victoria. Because of the hazard of navigation and the 
lack of traffic at that time, the project was a failure as a transportation medium. 
In 1907, by authority of the River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1907, the Federal 
Government dredged a channel in San Antonio Bay 5 feet deep by 40 feet wide, 
removed snags, log rafts, and shoals between the mouth of the Guadalupe River 
and Victoria, a total length of 68 miles. The construction was completed in 1909, 
but the maintenance of the project was abandoned in 1916 due to the lack of 
traffic and high maintenance costs. 

By the approval of the River and Harbor Act on March 2, 1945, the existing 
project was modified to provide a channel 9 feet deep by 100 feet wide from 
a connection with the Intracoastal Canal approximately 138 miles west of Galves- 
ton, Tex.. along the east shore of San Antonio, Guadalupe, and Mission Bays 
and the Guadalupe River to a point 3 miles above Victoria, Tex. About 1949 the 
proposed turning basin site was changed from its original site 3 miles above 
Victoria to a point about 3 miles below Victoria, saving the Federal Government 
6 miles of dredging, the cost of construction and operation of 2 locks, and the 
cost of a diversion channel to the Guadalupe River, making the project a sea: 
level canal. 

Early in 1947, two navigation districts, the West Side Calhoun County and 
the Victoria County Navigation Districts, through which the proposed canal will 
extend, were created ; bonds were issued ; and navigation commissions established 
to handle the affairs of the districts. Since 1948 the Corps of Engineers have 
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repeatedly requested construction funds for the project. The project report has 
been completed. 

This is the eighth consecutive year we have appeared before you in behalf of 
the Guadalupe River Channel to Victoria, Tex., which was officially made an 
integral part of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway by Public Law 527, 82d Congress, 
H. R. 6812, approved July 12, 1952. In 1948 when we presented our brief and 
first formal request for construction funds with which to start the project, we 
told you that big industry was anxious to come into the Victoria area because 
of our strategic location in the heart of the new industrial frontier. Our section 
of the Texas guif coast has an unlimited supply of natural gas, an adequate 
supply of water for industry, an unlimited supply of sand and gravel, a very 
favorable labor situation, and a climate which permits year-round operation. 

In 1949 the Du Pont Co. purchased some 1,700 acres of land on the proposed 
canal extension about 8 miles below the city of Victoria. In 1951 they com- 
pleted a $50 million plant, where they are now employing 650 people and ure 
making adiponitrile, an ingredient of nylon salts. This adiponitrile is shipped 
to their plant at Orange, Tex., made into nylon salts and shipped east to their 
plants, there to be made into nylon. 

In October 1952 the Carbide & Carbon Chemicals Co., a subsidiary of the Union 
Carbide Co., started a $75 million plant on 1,500 acres of land which they pur- 
chased on our proposed canal extension about 25 miles below Victoria. They 
started operating the tirst unit of their plant on August 1, 1954, and have some 
450 employees. 

In October 1952 the Gifford-Hill-American Co., of Dallas, Tex., and California 
started construction on a plant at Victoria to manufacture high pressure con- 
crete pipe of various sizes. Mr. Ray Foley, president of the company, stated 
that the site at Victoria was selected primarily because of the ample supply of 
sand and gravel, industrial water, and the possibility of water transportation. 
Mr. Foley stated that the plant, when completed, will employ approximately 200 
men and that they expected to ship many thousands of tons by water transpor- 
tation up and down the Texas coast and to other points available to water 
shipments. 

These three important industries mentioned above selected the Victoria area 
because they needed water transportation and were convinced that the canal 
project would be carried through to completion. These 3 plants have created new 
jobs for more than 1,300 people with a combined payroll of more than $10 
million annually. 

Having full confidence in the merits of the project and believing that water 
transportation is of great importance to the industries located in our area, the 
navigation district has constructed the first 15 miles of the canal up to the 
Carbide & Carbon Chemicals plant with local funds. Revenue bonds in the 
amount of $1,300,000 were issued; contracts were let and construction began on 
September 1, 1954. The first shipment from Carbide plant over the new canal 
left dockside July 8, 1955, and consisted of dripolene C, a petroleum byproduct, 
headed for South Charleston, W. Va. 

The Guadalupe River Channel to Victoria is not a new project. It is an integral 
part of and an important feeder channel to the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, that 
great transportation link which has proven its value to the Nation in times of 
peace and war. The project is necessary and vital not only to the economy of 
the area and our National Government but also to the industries which have 
already located along its proposed route, and to those industries which need 
water transportation and which are anxious to settle in that area because of the 
abundance of available power, industrial water, natural gas, labor, climate, 
and other advantages. 


Triniry River Fioop-Controt Prosgecr 
WITNESS 


FRITZ G. LANHAM, REPRESENTING THE TRINITY IMPROVEMENT 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Krrwan. Our next witness is Mr. Fritz G. Lanham. 

Mr. Lanuam. It is always a great pleasure to renew this genial 
association. You gentlemen have done some wonderful work for 
our country. 
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For the record my name is Fritz G. Lanham. I represent the 
Trinity Improvement Association, which is a nonprofit organization 
devoted to the proper development of the Trinity River and its vast 
watershed in Texas. 

The budget contains an estimate for the continuation of the very 
important work on the Dallas Floodway. That work is well underway. 

The Fort Worth Floodway fortunately has been completed. We 
had a terrible flood there in 1949, resulting in the loss of many-lives, 
destruction of many million dollars’ worth of property, and the evac- 
uation of several thousands of people from their homes for a while. 
So we are anxious to prevent a recurrence of such catastrophe in 
Dallas. I am sure the engineers have brought properly to your 
attention the necessity for carrying on that important work, 

There have been allocations heretofore, very peer from the 
blanket appropriations for necessary mapping and planning and sur- 
veying with reference to the Navarro Mills project, in the middle sec- 
tion of the Trinity, and Lake Liberty on the lower section of the 
Trinity. I understand that there will be similar allocations made to 
‘arry on that work in those areas for this next fiscal year. Such ac- 
tion is both wise and appropriate. 

We are very much handicapped by reason of the lack of funds for 
mapping and general investigations to complete the master plan that 
was authorized and devised for the development of the Trinity River. 

In the 77th Congress, under House Document No. 403, by the Corps 
of Engineers, there was set forth the general plan for the development 
of the Trinity River and that document indicated, too, that as the 
work progressed modifications and extensions of that plan would be- 
come necessary. Asa matter of fact, the House Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors in 2 successive years passed resolutions providing that 
such a review should be had of the Trinity situation, The time for 
that comprehensive review is now clearly at hand. 

It is most important that that work should be carried on promptly. 
I realize, Mr. Chairman, the limitations upon your time and, with 
reference to that necessary review, I should like to submit for the 
record, as part of my remarks, a statement which is explanatory of the 
situation confronting us. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 

In view of the limited time allotted for oral testimony, I wish to submitsfor 
the record this additional statement and bring to your attention and urge for 
your careful consideration a matter of vital importance from the standpoint 
of national economy in the development of our system of inland waterways and 
to impress upon you in this regard the necessity of a prompt and proper review 
of the Trinity River and its tributaries in Texas. 

In this connection, I wish first to remind you of two resolutions adopted several 
years ago by the Committee on Rivers and Harbors of the House of Represen- 
tatives. The first was adopted March 31, 1944, and is as follows: 

“Resolved by the Committee on Rivers and Harbors of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, United States, That the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
created under section 3 of the River and Harbor Act, approved June 13, 1902, 
be, and is hereby requested to review the reports on the Trinity River and tri- 
butaries, Texas, contained in House Document No. 403, 77th Congress, 1st session, 
with a view to determining whether any modification should be made in the 
recommendations therein at this time with respect to work for navigation and 
ee protection along the main stem and major tributaries of the Trinity 

iver. 

The second resolution of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, adopted Feb- 
ruary 28, 1945, is as follows: 
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“Resolved by the Committee on Rivers and Harbors of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, United States, That the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
created under section 3 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, approved June 13, 1902, 
be, and is hereby requested to review the reports of the Trinity River and tribu- 
taries, Texas, contained in House Document No. 403, 77th Congress, Ist session, 
with a view to determining whether any modifications should be made in the 
recommendations therein at this time with respect to works for navigation, 
flood control, and allied purposes.” 

» The mere fact that for 2 years in succession the House Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors adopted such resolutions places strong emphasis upon the neces- 
sity for such ‘review and further action to carry out the original purposes of 
House Document 403 heretofore referred to. A comprehensive master plan was 
devised for the development of the Trinity River and under that plan large reser- 
voirs have been constructed on the upper Trinity, levies strengthened, and navi- 
gation provided on the lower part of the river. 

House Document 403 itself indicates that further review and appropriate 
action will become necessary in the years following its adoption, and the progress 
which has been made on the upper Trinity in particular clearly attests that such 
review is now both necessary and urgent. Il commend to your careful perusal 
that House Document 403 which, in my judgment, will convince you in the light 
of subsequent developments that the time for such review is now clearly at hand. 

In the matters of population and abundant natural resources, the Trinity River 
and its great watershed constitute the outstanding instance of neglect in the 
development of our inland waterways and the providing of barge navigation for 
great centers of population and production. Indeed, few similar areas could be 
feund.in our country of such comprehensive worth and value in the promotion of 
our national economy. It would seem that the Almighty placed this river in this 
area for such a time as this. While we are generously devoting large sums to 
the development of the resources of foreign lands, it behooves us not to overlook 
the possibilities of our own progress by denying our Nation the progressive ad- 
vantages of this great territory of such demonstrated potential power. 

The message on the state of the Union stressed as a primary concern the 
strengthening of our economy. Certainly one of the most essential factors to 
this end is the expansion of our national system of inland waterways to its 
maximum practical extent. In its Report No. 1635 in this session of the 84th 
Congress, the Senate Committee on Public Works very appropriately said: 

“It is realized that the prosperity of the country depends on low-cost trans- 
portation.” 

Such low-cost transportation will not be provided for the United States until 
practical barge navigation has been extended to every major region susceptible 
to such expansion. The canalization of the Trinity River would provide the 
most practical extension of the system into the heart of the great southwest 
hinterland. That southwest hinterland is the only extensive susceptible region 
not yet tied into the remainder of the country by the cheapest mode of inland 
transportation, that of barge movement. 

Included in this area—which when properly developed for barge movement 
on the Trinity will place the large cities of Dallas and Forth Worth in a much 
more favorable position to be helprul to our country and will affort smaller cities 
and rural communities an opportunity to be of greater assistance to our national 
prosperity and progress—is most of Texas, practically all of Oklahoma, the 
States of New Mexico and Colorado and much contiguous territory, and the great 
northern mineral region of our neighboring Republic, Mexico. In other words, 
ene-sixth of the continental area of the United States will be served by the 
canalization of the Trinity. 

In House Joint Resolution 575, now pending, to provide for the observance and 
commemoration of the 50th anniversary of the 1st conference of State governors 
for the protection, in the public interest, of the natural resources of the United 
States, appears this very significant statement: 

“The conservation of natural resources is the key to the future because the 
very existence of our Nation depends on conserving and making wise and efficient 
use of the resources which are the foundations of its life.” 

I think no one will take exception to the truth of that declaration. 

Perhaps it is so well known that it is hardly necessary to go into detail con- 
cerning the importance to our people nationally of the Trinity canal area in such 
things as oil, gas, sulfur, potash, molybdenum, cattle, sheep, grain, and food 
products in general. The enumeration is by no means exhaustive. However, 
it may be profitable to remember that the purpose of all conservation, including 
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stream development, “is the greatest good of the greatest number for the longest 
time.” 

It is well also to remind ourselves of the truly astounding industrial develop- 
ment of the Southwest since World War II, especially as related to the national 
defense. Such aid to our Nation will be very materially enhanced and even 
multiplied by the canalization of the Trinity River. As an indication of possible 
development, let me remind you that originally the advocates of the Intracoastal 
Canal along the coast of Texas were hopeful that the traffic would amount to 
5 to 10 million tons annually. What has been the result? Now on that canal 
along the coast of Texas almost 30 million tons are moving annually. 

A review of the Trinity River situation by the engineers and proper appropria- 
tions to carry on to completion the master plan for Trinity development is now 
imperative. Because of the lack of Trinity mapping and allied field investiga- 
tions, the corps has been unable to make material progress since 1946 on the 
basinwide planning which is absolutely prerequisite to progress beyond the works 
initially authorized (1945) as essential to Trinity development on the proper 
watershed basis. The point of all this is that our comprehensive and wisely 
designed program has come to a roadblock insofar as corps major projects are 
concerned, especially canalization. 

I cannot urge too strongly the necessity of correcting this unfortunate situation 
without delay and thereby preventing also the diminution of effectiveness of the 
accomplishments heretofore made. In the matter of monetary contributions to 
the program by the Trinity people, no section of our country can boast such a 
corresponding outstanding record in progress thus far attained. Simple justice 
to the people of the Trinity watershed and to the significant strengthening of our 
national economy require that the desired review of the Trinity situation be 
promptly arranged and necessary funds be made available to carry on this worthy 
program in an orderly manner. 


Mr. Lannam. May I say also that my good friend Mr. Dale Miller, 
who represents the Dallas Chamber of Commerce and Trinity inter- 
ests, is also present and concurs in the testimony I have given. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you very much; we are happy to have had you 
with us, 

San Sasa Fioop Contrrot Prosect 


WITNESSES 


HON. O. C. FISHER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF TEXAS 
LOUIS CRUMP, SAN SABA, TEX. 


Mr. Kirwan. Our next witness is Congressman Fisher, of Texas. 

Mr. Fisuer. Mr. Chairman, we appreciate this privilege of taking 
a very few minutes of your time, and we will be very brief beeause 
we are very much aware of your limitations with respect to time. 

I am here with four men from my district. They live in San Saba 
and San Saba County. I want to introduce them and then make a 
brief statement. 

Judge Warden Terry, who is the county judge in San Saba, is here 
with me as well as Mr. Louis Crump who is an attorney in San Saba; 
Mr. Kelly Owen, a ranchman and businessman down there; Mr. Harry 
E. Shapiro, who is a prominent businessman in San Saba. They have 
come up here because of a very deep interest which they have in a 
project in their vicinity. 

Mr. Chairman, let me very briefly give you the background of this 
and then Mr. Crump will make a statement which he has prepared: 

In 1944, in pursuance of the authorization resolution, the upper 
Colorado watershed, which includes a number of tributaries in the 
district which I represent, was surveyed and a report was made by 
the district engineer. That report called for and found economically 
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feasible 3 flood-control dams, 2 of which are on the main Colorado, 
1 of which is on the San Saba River, some 15 miles above the town of 
San Saba where these gentlemen live. ‘That was in 1944, quite a long 
time ago. Finally, in 1948, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors returned that report to the district engineers with a request 
for a clarification of certain phases pertaining to the economic factors 
involved and also to bring the cost factors up to date. ‘There had been 
some increase in the cost of construction in that interim between that 
report and the time that the Board acted upon it. I has been in the 
district engineer’s oflice ever since. 

There has been no resurvey and the reason we get from the Corps of 
Engineers every year is that although they are very anxious, willing, 
and would be very pleased to proceed with this resurvey work that was 


‘requested in 1948, they simply do not have the funds with which to do 


that. 

Finally, we decided that the only way to meet that was to come in 
here and, despite the budget limitations, urge this committee to in- 
crease the funds for an amount that would be used to initiate that 
resurvey that is so long overdue. 

I have a letter, Mr. Chairman, which I will leave here with the com- 
mittee, and then we will hear from Mr. Crump. 

Incidentally, this letter is from KE. C. Itschner, Assistant Chief of 
Engineers, dated January 17, which is pertinent. He says that the 
comprehensive report on the Colorado River and tributaries, ‘Texas, 
is presently estimated to cost $329,000, of which $110,000 has been 
expended, leaving a balance of $219,000 required for completion. 
The report cannot be completed in 1 year but $50,000 couid be prof- 
itably used in fiscal year 1957 for resumption of an orderly program 
for this investigation. Those are the words of the Chief of ingineers. 

So, we are urging that you increase the funds and then we will see 
if we can get the Chief to allocate at least $50,000 so they can proceed 
with that very necessary work down there. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, if it is tlie committee’s pleasure, we would like 
Mr. Louis Crump, of San Saba, Tex., to make a statement in regard to 
this. 

STATEMENT OF LOUIS CRUMP 


Mr. Crump. Mr. Chairman, my name is Louis Crump. I am speak- 
ing today for the people of San Saba County, Tex., in particular, and 
in general for the entire Colorado River watershed and tributaries, 
in requesting this committee to appropriate additional funds which 
will enable the beginning of resurvey work on that waterslied. 

The San Saba River flows into the Colorado. The San Saba is 
about 150 miles in length and in time of flood becomes very turbulent 
and unruly. Itruns through the town of San Saba, a county seat, and 
in the memory of many of us as many as five major floods have occurred 
there which have done great damage to the city as well as major dain- 
age to the entire channel area. The people are scared. They have a 
right to be. They never know when another waterburst may flood the 
town. 

The danger was recognized by the district engineer in the 1944 com- 
prehensive report on the Colorado watershed. That report recom- 
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mended 3 dams—2 on the main Colorado and 1 on the San Saba, about 
15 miles above the city of San Saba. 

But in 1948 the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors returned 
the report to the district engineer for clarification and in order to bring 
the costs up to date. Unfortunately, since that time no funds have 
been made available for the resurvey. That is why we are here today— 
to plead with you gentlemen for enough money to enable the Chief of 
Engineers to allocate enough money to the upper Colorado watershed 
area so this work, long overdue, can begin. 

I emphasize, Mr. Chairman, that in the 1944 report, the Engineers 
recommended a dam on the San Saba. It would have included a lim- 
ited amount of irrigation. The project was determined to be feasible. 
But nothing further has been done about it, although we have been 
told repeatedly by the district engineers that they have been anxious 
and willing to proceed with the resurvey, but have been hamstrung 
because of lack of funds for the purpose. 

I am sure this is not the time or place to belabor the matter of the 
tremendous interest in flood control on the San Saba and other streams 
in the area. At our own expense, four of us have come here, a dis- 
tance of about 1,800 miles, to try in our feeble way to impress you 
gentlemen with the urgency of our needs and desires. It has been a 
long time since 1944, when the engineers recommended a dam on the 
San Saba. It has been a long time since 1948 when the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors returned the report for clarifica- 
tion. Since those events hundreds of thousands of dollars in damages 
have resulted from the uncontrolled floods on the San Saba and on the 
Colorado and its other tributaries. 

We believe the resurvey work on the upper Colorado is most urgent, 
and we are honored to have this chance to express our views to you 
gentlemen. 

Mr. Krrwan. Does that complete your testimony ? 

Mr. Crump. Yes. 

Mr. Krrwan. Who is your next witness? 

Mr. Fisner. We are not going to take the time of the committee 
with the others. Each of these gentlemen associate themselves with 
the statement made by Mr. Crump. He is speaking for all of us. 

Mr. Snaprro. I would like for you gentlemen to look at these pic- 
tures. They are pictures of our flood. As the chairman said, one 
picture is worth a thousand words. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. Thank you. 

Mr. Fisuer. Those pictures are of a flood that happened in the 
town of San Saba in 1938. 

Mr. Kirwan. We will take a look at them but we can’t have them 
reproduced for the record. 

Thanks for coming. 

Mr. FisHer. Thank you for hearing us, Mr. Chairman. I cannot 
think of a more pressing and urgent project than that described to 
you by these citizens from San Saba County. The project has been 
determined by the engineers to be sound and feasible. But progress 
on it is completely suspended until and unless more money is given 
to the engineers to initiate the resurvey. 





187 


Cotumsia River Bastin Progects 
WITNESS 


HAROLD B. SAY, A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE PORTLAND, OREG., 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Harold Say, you may proceed. 

Mr. Say. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I wish to file a statement 
with you and to amplify it for about 3 minutes, if I may. 

Mr. Krrwan. All right. 

Mr. Say. We are not much concerned—I say “we”: the Portland, 
Oreg., Chamber of Commerce is not very worried over what you will 
do to our multiple-purpose projects that are now underway. 

We do have 1 or 2 items that we are concerned with. ‘The mouth 
of the Columbia River has deteriorated into bad condition over the 
years. Last year Congress saw fit to make available $750,000 for 
dredging purposes to bring it up to 48 feet. This year you have an 
item in there for $1,300,000. We certainly hope that this item goes 
through; otherwise the work you are doing now would be lost and 
that channel is bad. 

Secondly, we hope that you will find a way to make available the 
$500,000 requested by the engineers for the John Day Dam study. 
Our people are very interested in that. We feel, from all available 
figures, that we will be badly short of power by 1960. That dam is 
one of the answers to that shortage. We also feel that it ought to be a 
partnership dam. If private money is willing to go in out there it 
should be taken advantage of by the Government. We have the same 
feelings toward a couple of minor ones, Cougar and Green Peter, up 
in Lane County and Linn County, respectively. 

Lastly, in conclusion we would hope you will find a way to give 
the engineers $250,000 which they asked for a general study of the 
whole Columbia system to augment or amplify the 308 report which 
has gotten out of date in some respects. 

That is all, except I would like to file this statement. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right, you may file your statement. 

(The above-referred-to statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HaArotp B. Say, WASHINGTON, D. C., REPRESENTATIVE OF THE 
PorTLAND, OreEG., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, on most of the items concerning my State and 
community which you have before you, there has been extensive previous study 
by your committee and its predecessors. 

On most of these items, particularly those for major multiple-purpose dams 
on the Columbia and its tributaries, you have indicated the Government’s 
approval by appropriations now being used to build these projects. We feel 
certain that the Army engineers have asked for only such amounts as are defi- 
nitely needed to keep these important projects on schedule. We doubt that it is 
even necessary to ask for your approval this year. 

However, we are definitely concerned over certain projects. One is an item 
for $1,300,000 for dredging operations at the mouth of the Columbia River. 
(m showings made to the Congress last year of the serious navigation situation 
at the mouth of the Columbia, the Congress appropriated $750,000 for getting 
this work under way—a project which when completed will give a 48-foot depth 
aut the mouth of the Columbia. 

The Engineer Corps’ dredge Essayons is now en route to the Columbia to 
push this dredging work during the 1956 spring and summer seasons. The value 
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of its work will be lost unless the $1,300,000 asked is made available for con- 
tinuing the project. 

Soundings have shown less than 40 feet of water at times. The North Pacific 
coast has heavy storms and very high seas in the winter period. Twenty-foot 
seas rolling into the Columbia are frequent. They mean that a 40-foot channel 
becomes substantially less than 40 feet when their valleys are reckoned. 

While our channel has deteriorated, ships have increased in size and draft. 
This has resulted in many ships. having to transit the Columbia with less than 
full load—an economic waste. The bar condition has also resulted in sailing 
delays—and the holding up of a vessel 1 day is a costly business. 

To date we have been fortunate in ship losses—only one in the last few years. 
However, the hazard exists—and losses of ships and lives can come without 
warning. 

Not only Portland, but other ports on the river need the deeper and safer 
channel. 

These reasons were cited to you in detail last session, at which time you ap- 
propriated the essential starting money. We urge that you continue the job. 

Concerning Columbia River multiple-purpose dams, we urge that you make 
available $500,000 requested for planning work on the John Day Dam. Even 
with all the projects now under way, the Pacific Northwest will be short of power 
by 1960. John Day can do much to fill this need, and my organization feels it 
should be done on a partnership basis with private companies willing to put up 
their capital. My organization has the same viewpoint concerning partnership 
on the Cougar and Green Peter projects in Lane and Linn Counties, respec- 
tively. You have an item of $1,500,000 before you on Cougar Dam on the Me- 
Kenzie; $100,000 for planning of Green Peter on the South Santiam River. 

Also the Engineer Corps has asked and Budget Bureau has recommended 
$250,000 for general investigation and study of the entire Columbia system, in- 
cluding phases posing problems with Canada. There have been many develop- 
ments, growth, and changes since the basic 308 report of the engineers was made. 
We feel the Government would be shortsighted if it did not take these facts 
into consideration via an augmented study. 


Misstsster1 River—Guur OvutTLetT 
WITNESS 


HON. HALE BOGGS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF LOUISIANA 


Mr. Kirwan. Our next witness is Congressman Hale Boggs of 
Louisiana. Mr. Boggs, you may proceed. 

Mr. Bocas. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appre- 
ciate this opportunity of submitting to you my views on the import- 
ance of making an appropriation of $300,000 to cover the costs of the 
first year of preconstruction planning necessary for the Mississippi 
River—Gulf Outlet project. 

The legislation authorizing this long-needed construction (HTH. R. 
6309) has received the overwhelming support of the House and the 
Senate and has received the signature of the President. 

The project is vital for the effective and economical development 
of the the port of New Orleans and of the swiftly expanding area 
which that port serves, the great midcontinent of the United States. 
That area, covering half of the States of the Union, comprehends 
half of the population, half of the industry, and three-fourths of the 
agriculture of the Nation. The proper development of the port of 
New Orleans is therefore a problem genuinely national in its scope, 
and has been so recognized in the authorizing legislation to which I 
have referred. 
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Upon completion, the Mississippi River-Gulf outlet will reduce the 
distance from port to deep water by 40 miles, and bring about a saving 
of more than $1,500 per ship. Equally important, this project will 
make possible the construction of vitally needed additional terminal 
facilities for the swift and proper handling of the ever-increasing 
industrial and agricultural output of the midcontinent area. 

Engineering studies, reports, and reviews on this project have been 
made over a period of years running back to 1943, so that the enact- 
ment of H. R. 6309 represents over 13 years of effort to secure this 
nationally needed public improvement. I am told that before con- 
struction of any kind can begin on the Mississippi River-Gulf outlet 
2 years of prior planning by the Corps of Engineers is required. 
It is therefore my hope that without delay the necessary funds for 
the first ‘year of this prior planning will be appropriated. 

The Corps of Engineers must make a general design memorandum 
definitely to establish the features of the project and to provide a firm 
estimate of the cost; further, plans and specifications for award of 
the initial construction contract must be prepared. For these pur- 
poses, there is required the appropriation of $300,000 for the first vear. 

In the absence of specific plans, not only is the sorely needed Gulf 
outlet further delayed, but also the wise location of new industry 
and the proper development of port terminal facilities is seriously 
impaired. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I most respectfully but most emphatically 
urge the appropriation without delay of the $300,000 needed for the 
pee year of engineering planning for the Mississippi River-Gulf 
outlet. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you for coming before us, Mr. Boggs. 


Guur INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY 
WITNESS 


DALE MILLER, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT OF THE INTERCOASTAL 
CANAL ASSOCIATION OF LOUISIANA AND TEXAS 


Mr. Kirwan. All right, Mr. Miller, yee may proceed. 


Mr. Mitier. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Dale Miller, 
and I am executive vice president of the Intracoastal Canal Associa- 
tion of Louisiana and Texas. I have a brief statement here, Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to file for the record. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 

Mr. Miter. It calls attention to the importance of the Gulf Intra- 
coastal Waterway, referring to several projects in the waterway sys- 
tem that are highly important and in need of prompt construction. 

I think it is unnecessary for me to refer specifically to these projects, 
Mr. Chairman, because Congressman Thompson has submitted briefs 
on behalf of 2 or 3 and there will be other witnesses during the course 
of your hearings who will testify to them more specifically. 

i think it is incumbent upon me only to emphasize the fact that the 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, when authorized by Congress, was au- 
thorized on the expectation it would develop uy 5 million tons of 
commerce a year. It is now transporting approximately 40 million 
tons a year, or more than 8 times the amount officially predicted for it. 





190 


Moreover, the Chief of Engineers, in a study undertaken at the di- 
rection of this committee a year ago, reported findings to show that 
the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway has achieved by far the highest ratio 
of benefits to cost of any waterway in the United States. It returns 
$14.80 in savings in transportation costs for every dollar expended in 
the total construction, operation and maintenance of the waterway. 
The benefit-to-cost ratio of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway is shown 
to be nearly five times as great as the average of the inland waterways 
of the United States. 1 cite that fact to indicate a justification for 
improvements that we seek on the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway and I 
urge you gentlemen to give it careful consideration. 

(Statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF DALE MILLER, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT OF THE INTRACOASTAL 
CANAL ASSOCIATION OF LOUISIANA AND TEXAS 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, my name is Dale Miller, and 
I am executive vice president of the Intracoastal Canal Association of Louisiana 
and Texas, with principal offices in Houston. I appear before you today to urge 
your favorable consideration of important navigation projects identified with the 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway system. 

As you gentlemen know, the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway is a highly important 
national transportation facility. It extends more than 1,000 miles from the west 
coast of Florida to the Mexican border, and connects at New Orleans and at 
Plaquemine in Louisiana with the vast inland waterway system of the Mississippi 
and Ohio Valleys. This intracoastal canal has achieved a phenomenal transpor- 
tation record within the span of only a few years. Authorized by Congress on 
the expectation that it would ultimately develop 5 million tons of commerce a 
year, the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway is now carrying in excess of 40 million 
tons a year. Furthermore, an official study undertaken a year ago by the Corps 
of Engineers disclosed that the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway has achieved, by 
far, the highest ratio of benefits to costs of any waterway in the Nation. For 
every dollar expended in the total cost of its construction, maintenance, and 
operation, the waterway returns $14.80 in savings in transportation costs; and 
even this great saving does not reflect the immeasurably large benefits which 
have accrued not only to the gulf coast but to the Nation at large through the 
remarkable economic development of the area it serves. It has been a major 
factor in the transformation of the undeveloped coastal reaches of Louisiana 
and Texas into a rapidly growing industrial empire. Millions of tons of beth 
raw materials and finished products move a distance of more than 7% billion 
ton-miles a year over this busy artery of waterborne commerce. 

The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway consists not only of a main channel but of a 
number of related navigation projects, both large and small. Many of those 
projects are completed, others are authorized but are still waiting the appropria- 
tion of construction funds, and still others are in various stages of study and de- 
velopment. I would like to make reference to a few of the projects already 
authorized, but I shall not discuss them in detail, because in some cases they 
will be represented directly by other witnesses, or by the submission of appro- 
priate briefs which I am sure will merit your attention. 

The Bureau of the Budget has recommended $4,500,000 in construction funds 
for the next fiscal year to continue work on one of the most important naviga- 
tion projects in the Nation, the Morgan City-Port Allen route of the Gulf 
Intracoastal Waterway. This alternate route will, when completed, reduce from 
225 miles to only 60 miles the distance which all barge tows must travel to and 
from the producing areas of Texas and the processing centers on the extensive 
Mississippi and Ohio River systems—for this short route will obviate the neces- 
sity of heavy barge traffic moving by way of the circuitous route down to New 
Orleans. Well-informed witnesses will testify on this project during the course 
of your hearings, and because of that fact I shall not encroach upon the sub- 
committee’s time by discussing its merits in detail. It is sufficient to say that in 
the considered opinion of our association there is probably no major project in 
the United States which will produce greater benefits immediately upon com- 
pletion. 
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The budget recommendations also include $31,000 for advance engineering and 
design on the realinement channel of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway at Aransas 
Pass, Tex. Although the appropriation of this small sum is essential to com- 
plete advance engineering on this project, I have no doubt that the Corps of 
Engineers could expend substantial construction funds as well during the next 
fiscal year, and construction of this highly important project has been too long 
delayed. Construction of this short route would produce substantial savings in 
transportation costs; would reduce navigation hazards in the congested Corpus 
Christi ship channel with which the present circuitous route coincides; would 
provide a haven of refuge during storm periods; and would have the further 
advantage of opening up for industrial development a shoreline in the very 
center of a rich chemical and petroleum area. Although the benefits anticipated 
from construction of this new route were considered substantial at the time of 
its authorization, it is a significant fact that tonnage now moving on that section 
of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway is 2% times greater than that which ex- 
isted at the time it was authorized. This project fully warrants the appropria- 
tion of construction funds. 

The canalization of the Guadalupe River in Texas is another authorized project 
which deserves high priority in the civil works program. This inland extension 
of the Intracoastal Canal would penetrate one of the most productive areas in 
Texas, and, since the project was authorized, some of the largest industries to be 
located on the gulf coast in recent years have been established along the proposed 
route. This important project is strongly supported by both a high ratio of 
benefits to costs and a substantial degree of local participation. Construction 
of this needed work has been too long deferred, and I urge the subcommittee to 
give it careful consideration. 

The Colorado River in Texas is another important tributary to the Intra- 
coastal Canal System, and a canalization project on that river has likewise 
been authorized but not yet constructed. This channel extending 17 miles up- 
stream from its intersection with the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway to the vicinity 
of Bay City, would serve an area rich in natural resources; and we have no 
doubt that it would promptly develop more than sufficient tonnage to justify 
the relatively low cost of its construction. 

A year ago this committee incorporated in the civil functions bill a provision, 
which, in our opinion, constituted one of the most constructive proposals yet 
adopted to implement and make more effective a national public works pro- 
gram. This provision empowered the Chief of Engineers to construct certain 
small meritorious projects which were not otherwise specifically provided for 
in the appropriations bill. We strongly recommend that such a provision again 
be incorporated in the bill now under consideration. There are a number of 
worthy small projects in our area, as I am sure there are in other sections of 
the country, which have unwittingly been neglected because their modest size 
and low cost fail to command the same degree of attention which of necessity 
is uccorded comprehensive and costly projects. A provision in the bill permit- 
ting the construction of such small projects will do much to bring about needed 
improvements without subjecting local interests to the burden of constantly peti- 
tioning Congress for modest appropriations, and without encumbering congres- 
sional committees with the task of devoting a disproportionate amount of time 
from their busy schedules to the study of small projects. 

Witnesses appearing before you on various projects throughout the United 
States are naturally so much interested in the prompt construction of author- 
ized work that too little emphasis is often placed on the need for sufficient survey 
funds to perpetuate a sound public works program. The rapid expansion of the 
national economy and unprecedented growth in population underscore the im- 
portance, in our judgment, of a concomitant development of a realistic public 
works program for the future, and such a program for tomorrow can be assured 
only through the appropriation of adequate survey funds today. I respectfully 
suggest that provision be made for adequate survey funds to carry on the 
expanded public works program which is so essential to the future welfare of 
the Nation. 

In conelusion, gentlemen, I would like to point out that, on August 8 of last 
vear, the Intracoastal Canal Association of Louisiana and Texas commemorated 
its 50th anniversary. Throughout that half century, our association, the Corps 
of Engineers, and the Congress of the United States worked together, in close and 
effective cooperation, to create what the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway is today. 


75294—56— pt. 1-18 





192 


Now that we begin the second half of our first century of service to our people, 
we pledge to you our continued effort to cooperate in every way possible in the 
continued orderly development of the water resources of the Nation. 


Porr ARANSAS AND Corpus CHristt WATERWAY PROJECT 
WITNESSES 


HON. JOHN J. BELL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF TEXAS 

DUANE ORR, DISTRICT ENGINEER FOR NUECES COUNTY NAVIGA- 
TION DISTRICT NO. 1, CORPUS CHRISTI, TEX. 


Mr. Kirwan. All right; we will now hear from Mr. Bell, Repre- 
sentative from Texas. 

Mr. Betz. Mr. Ch: urman, I am Congressman Bell and I would like 
to present Mr. Orr, who is with the first navigation district. 


STATEMENT OF DUANE ORR 


Mr. Orr. I have a brief here that I will submit for the record. 

My name is Duane Orr, and I am district engineer for the Nueces 
County Navigation District No. 1, Corpus Christi, Tex., in whose dis- 
trict is located the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway. 

I appear before you today in support of the Bureau of the Budget 
recommendation that $319,000 be appropriated to complete the dredg- 
ing of the Tule Lake Channel extension, which will be the third and 
final appropriation needed to complete this project, and the appro- 
priation of $2,861,000 to complete the removal of the bascule bridge 
over the entrance channel to the Corpus Christi Harbor, and $330 000 
be appropriated to commence the deepening of the main channel 
across Corpus Christi Bay to 36 feet and widening it to 400 feet. 

All of these projects are a part of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi 
Waterway, which waterway 1s located on the southern coast of Texas, 
Mr. Bell’s district, and extends from the Gulf of — across Corpus 
Christi Bay to Corpus Christi, Tex., a distance of 29.5 miles. 

I also appear before you requesting that funds be appropriated to 
widen the La Quinta Branch Channel to its authorized dimensions. 

Ample justification exists for appropriating the funds recommended 
by the Bureau of the Budget on each of these projects. Traffic and 
commerce on the Port Aransas- Corpus Christi Waterway has con- 
tinued to increase from year to year. It has increased from 6,170 tons 
and 17 sailings in 1926, when the port opened, to 27,355,887 tons and 
2,921 sailings in 1955. It ranks second in Texas and ‘ninth in the 
Nation on the basis of tonnage. Of this total, 90.2 percent is petro- 
leum, petroleum products, and liquid chemicals, However, the vol- 
ume of dry cargo handled by the port is increasing rapidly. These 
improv ements are of utmost necessity to accommodate the supertank- 
ers and large ore carriers now in operation, or under construction. 

The Tule Lake extension was authorized by Congress in 1938. How- 
ever, funds were not appropriated for the project until 1954. Con- 
gress has made 2 previous appropriations on this project, and this 
appropriation of $319,000 will complete the project to a depth of 34 
feet and to its authorized width of 200 feet. 
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The $2,861,000 recommended by the Bureau of the Budget is the 
second and final appropriation needed to complete the removal of the 
obstructive bascule bridge at the harbor entrance under the terms of 
the Truman-Hobbs Act, and replace it with an adequate vertical-lift 
bridge about 4 miles inland from the present bridge. 

The $330,000 recommended by the Bureau of the Budget will com- 
mence the widening and deepening of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi 
Waterway to such a depth and width that supertankers and ore car- 
riers can serve Corpus Christi after the bascule bridge is removed. 
This appropriation, with larger continuing appropriations in succeed- 
ing years, will complete the channel enlargement about the time that 
the bridge removal project is completed, thus opening up the port of 
Corpus Christi to the largest ships operating in the gulf. 

The requested appropriation to widen the La (Quinta Channel to 
its authorized dimension is of the utmost importance because of the 
numerous groundings which have occurred with the smaller ships now 
operating on this channel. Next year, larger vessels will be operat- 
ing on this channel which will no doubt increase the number of 
groundings and the cost of repairs of these damages. 

This project has been authorized by Congress but in the meantime 
the local interests went ahead and dredged La Quinta Channel and 
have expended something like $1,387,000 to date on this project. 

The increased 25 feet of widening which has been authorized but 
has not been dredged will cost less than $500 000, and we respectfully 
urge that you consider the need for this enlargement and give favor- 
able consideration to the Bureau of the Budget rec ommendations that 
funds be appropriated to complete the Tule Lake extension and bascule 
bridge removal and deepening and widening of the main channel of 
the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterw: ay. 

Mr. Putiures. That is in the budget ? 

Mr. Orr. Yes. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your statement ? 

Mr. Orr. Yes. 

Mr. Betz. I do want to make a statement here. 

I want to back up everything that has been said. 

I call your attention to the channel although authorized by the 
Congress ‘has been built to date by local interests. This should be car- 
ried ‘through, i in our opinion, in this appropriation from Congress now 
because of its importance to national defense. To widen it to its 
authorized width would take something like $500,000. 

I just wanted to make that comment. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you for coming. 

Your brief will be filed. 

(The brief referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF DUANE OrR, DistRicT ENGINEER, Nurces CouUNTY NAVIGATION 
District No. 1, Corpus Curist1, Tex. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, my name is Duane Orr, and 
I am district engineer for Nueces County Navigation District No. 1, Corpus 
Christi, Tex., in whose district is located the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi 
Waterway. 
TULE LAKE CHANNEL EXTENSION 


I appear before you today in support of the Bureau of the Budget’s recom- 
mendation that $319,000 be appropriated to complete the dredging of the Tule 
Lake Channel extension of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway. 
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Description of the project 

The Tule Lake Channel (fig. 2) extends from the Avery Point Basin, which is 
the present head of deepwater navigation, in a westerly direction along the south 
shore of Nueces Bay, a distance of 44%4 miles to a turning basin located in Nueces 
Bay near Tule Lake. The channel is being dredged to a depth of 34 feet and 
bottom width of 200 feet, although it has an authorized depth of 36 feet. 


Status of the project 

The last two sessions of Congress has appropriated funds for dredging the 
Tule Lake Channel extension and completion of the dredging for which funds 
have been appropriated is expected about May 15, 1956. A third and final ap- 
propriation of $319,000 is needed to complete the turning basin at the westerly 
end and head of navigation. 


Authorization of the Tule Lake Channel 

The Tule Lake Channel extension was authorized in 1938, but because of cer- 
tain restrictions, funds were not appropriated for the dredging of the project 
until 1954.. A second appropriation was made by Congress in 1955 to continue 
the work. 

The project was originally authorized by Congress in 1938 (H. Doc. 574, 75th 
Cong., 3d sess.) as a 32- by 150-foot channel. However, the project was later 
modified and the authorized bottom width increased to 200 feet and the depth to 
34 feet (H. Doc. 544, 78th Cong., 2d sess.). In 1948 the project depth was in- 
creased from 34 to 36 feet to correspond with the authorized depth of the other 
sections of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway (H. Doc. 560, 80th 
Cong., 2d sess.). 


Previous improvements by local interests 

In 1948, the navigation district in order to induce Corn Products Refining Co., 
to locate at Corpus Christi, dredged a barge canal 18 feet deep, 100 feet wide on 
the authorized alinement of the Tule Lake Channel. This barge canal was 
dredged to the site of the Corn Products Refining Co. plant, a distance of 314 
miles by the navigation district at a cost of $832,484.12. 


Industries located along the Tule Lake Channel 

Numerous industries have located along the authorized channel in anticipa- 
tion that it would be dredged and provide the plants with a deepwater outlet. 
Among the companies located along, or adjacent to, the channel are Suntide 
Refining Co., Humble Pipe Line Co., North American Petroleum Co., Corn Prod- 
ucts Refining Co., American Smelting & Refining Co., Corpus Christi Refining 
Co., Fordyce Gravel Co., Heldenfels Bros., Consolidated Shipyard Co., Colum- 
bia-Southern Chemical Corp., and Magnet Cove Barium Corp. At the time of 
this report, two petrochemical companies are investigating sites along this 
channel. Additional industrial sites are available on privately owned property 
located on the uplands side of the channel, and on property of the navigation 
district located on the bayside of the waterway. 

Four docks have been constructed along the channel, including one district- 
owned public oil dock. Other docks are planned for early construction, including 
a second district oil dock. 


Justification of the project 

Ample justification for dredging this project has been shown in previous re- 
ports. These reports showed conclusively that annual savings in transportation 
costs would exceed the total annual Federal costs, including amortization of the 
investment, and annual maintenance of the project. Full development of the 
lands along the channel will further increase the benefits on this section of the 
Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway. Future annual savings in transporta- 
tion costs are estimated at nine times the annual cost of dredging and main- 
taining the channel. 


Conclusions 


Waterborne commerce available from existing industries already located along 
the waterway is sufficient to produce a favorable benefit-cost ratio and new 
industries locating along the waterway will make the benefit-cost ratio even more 
favorable. 

The present project is completed except for a turning basin at the head of 
navigation ; however, the channel is of little value without a basin to turn ships 
around. The appropriation recommended by the Bureau of the Budget will 
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dredge the turning basin and complete the project to its authorized dimensions, 
except for the additional 2 feet of depth authorized in 1948. 


Requests of local interests 


It is requested that a third and final appropriation of $319,000, as recommended 
by the Bureau of the Budget, be made by this Congress to complete the dredging 
of the Tule Lake Channel extension of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Water- 
way. 

REMOVAL OF THE BASCULE BRIDGE AT THE HARBOR ENTRANCE 


I appear before you today in support of the Bureau of the Budget’s recom- 
mendation that $2,861,000 be appropriated to complete the removal of the 
bascule bridge over the entrance channel to the Corpus Christi Harbor. 

The first session of the 84th Congress appropriated $1,500,000 of the estimated 
Federal cost of $4,361,000 to commence the work of removing the bascule bridge, 
and this second appropriation, if made, will complete the work contemplated 
in the agreement between the Secretary of the Army and the bridge owner. 


Description of the project 

The present single-leaf bascule bridge is located over the entrance channel 
to the main basin on the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway at Corpus 
Christi, Tex. (fig. 2). It was constructed between 1922 and 1926, in connection 
with the development of the port of Corpus Christi. The bridge, with a hori- 
zontal width of 90 feet between fenders, was adequate for only a short time after 
it was constructed, for it was during the early thirties that the oil companies 
began constructing larger tankers for transporting oil from Corpus Christi 
and other gulf ports. The size of these ships has increased rapidly, until now 
the modern tankers cannot enter the port of Corpus Christi because of the 
narrow width of the bridge openings, and it is hazardous for modern cargo 
vessels to navigate through the bridge and the bends in the channel approaches. 


Authorization for the project 

Removal of the present bascule bridge at Corpus Christi was undertaken 
under terms of the Truman-Hobbs Act of June 1940, and the amendments of 
1952. In accordance with terms of the act, a request was made that the Corps of 
Engineers determine if the bascule bridge was an obstruction to navigation. 
In compliance with this request, a public hearing was held in Corpus Christi 
on December 10, 1952, at which time, information was presented by shipping 
interests to show that the bridge was an obstruction to the free navigation of 
the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway. Following this, the city of Corpus 
Christi presented a plan for relocating the bridge farther inland and connecting 
the railroads and roads to it in lieu of reconstructing another bridge at the site 
of the present bridge. 

In June 1953, the Chief of Engineers acting for the Secretary of Army advised 
that the bridge was found to be obstructive to navigation and that relocation 
at a new site was preferable to alteration at the present site. The district 
engineer for the Corps of Engineers was authorized to enter into negotiations 
with the bridge owner for the purpose of drafting an agreement for the ap 
portionment of costs between the Federal Government and owner. Such an 
agreement was prepared and executed on January 10, 1955, 

Status of the project 

Based on the recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget, the 84th Congress, 
1st session, appropriated $1,500,000 to commence the relocation of the bridge 
during the 1956 fiscal year. 

Detailed plans for a vertical-lift bridge (upper harbor bridge) with a horizontal 
clearance of 300 feet between fenders and a vertical clearance of 138 feet in the 
open position have been prepared. The substructure plans have been approved 
by the Chief of Engineers and a contract was awarded the low bidder by the 
city on February 8, 1956. Superstructure plans are expected to be approved 
soon, after which bids will be received for this phase of the work. 

A general plan for relocating the roads and railroads to connect with the upper 
harbor bridge has been completed, and local interests are now preparing detailed 
plans in order that a final agreement may be reached with the affected railroads. 

Local funds to the extent needed to complete the relocation of the bridge have 
been voted by the people of Nueces County. These funds are being provided by 
ly * Corpus Christi, Nueces County, and Nueces County Navigation Dis- 
trie i: ae 
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Justification for the project 

Justification for removal of the present bridge, because of its obstruction to 
navigation, has been presented in previous reports. The present bridge with a 
90-foot horizontal width between fenders is not only an obstruction to navigation. 
But is preventing the larger and more economical operating tankers from enter- 
ing the port of Corpus Christi. 

Petroleum and petroleum products are the basis of the coastal bend area’s 
economy. Port commerce and traffic have increased from 6,170 tons and 17 sail- 
ings in 1926 to 27,355,887 tons and 2,921 sailings in 1955. Of this total, 90.2 per- 
cent is petroleum, petroleum products, and liquid chemicals, however, the volume 
of dry cargo handled by the port is increasing rapidly. 

The T-2 tankers, which were constructed during World War II, are the 
largest vessels that can navigate through the narrow bridge opening, and bends 
in the channel approaches. The seriousness of the situation and the effect on 
the port and community cannot be minimized. Local oil companies and refineries 
are faced with a problem of finding markets and means of transporting their 
products because of the rapid retirement of the smaller ships which can enter the 
port of Corpus Christi. In addition, local refineries are at competitive dis- 
advantage with refineries located at other gulf ports served by supertankers 
because of the difference in transportation costs using T-2 tankers and super- 
tankers. 


Conclusion 

Bvidence presented in previous reports has shown conclusively that the present 
bridge is an obstruction to free navigation of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi 
Waterway. Modern tankers and ore vessels cannot enter the port of Corpus 
Christi until the present bascule bridge is removed, however, it cannot be removed 
until both the upper harbor bridge and the high-level vehiclular bridge at the 
harbor entrance are completed. Early completion of the vertical-lift bridge (up- 
per harbor bridge) can be assured, by Congress appropriating the remainder of 
the funds needed to complete the project. Local funds provided by the city, 
county, and navigation district are available to match Federal funds needed to 
complete the project. 
Request of local interest 

It is requested that this session of Congress appropriate the $2,861,000 recom- 
mended by the Bureau of the Budget to continue construction on the vertical-lift 
bridge and connecting roads and railroads and the removal of the present 
bridge at the harbor entrance. This appropriation will assure early completion 
of the vertical-lift bridge and the removal of the present bascule bridge, thus 
opening the port of Corpus Christi to the largest vessels operating in the gulf. 


ENLARGING THE PORT ARANSAS-CORPUS CHRISTI WATERWAY 


I appear before you today in support of the Bureau of the Budget recommenda- 
tion that $330,000 be appropriated to commence the deepening of the Port Aransas- 
Corpus Christi Waterway to 36 feet throughout its length and widening it to 400 
feet across Corpus Christi Bay. 


Description of the project 

The Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway is located (fig. 1) on the southern 
coast of Texas and extends from the Gulf of Mexico across Cropus Christi Bay 
into Nueces Bay to a turning basin located near Tule Lake, a distance of 29.5 
miles. The Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway comprises 43.9 miles of deep- 
water channels, including Corpus Christi, Harbor Island, Ingleside, and the La 
Quinta and naval air station branch channels. 

The project was originally authorized by Congress in 1922 as a 25- by 200-foot 
channel with widening at passing and maneuvering places and a turning basin 
at Corpus Christi. Subsequently, additional authorizations were made by Con- 
gress and funds appropriated for enlarging and extending the waterway, until 
today the main channel has a depth of 34 feet and width of 250 feet across Corpus 
Christi Bay. 


Authorization of the project 

Deepening the channel from 34 feet to 36 feet and increasing the bottom width 
across Corpus Christi Bay from 250 feet to 400 feet was authorized on June 30, 
1948, by the 80th Congress, 2d session (H. Doc. 560). This authorization also 
included the deeping of all other then existing or authorized channels on the Port 
Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway to a uniform depth of 36 feet. 
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Status of the project 


Congressional authorization for widening the main channel of the Port Aransas- 
Corpus Christi Waterway to 400 feet and deepening to 36 feet was approved in 
1948, but funds have not been appropriated to commence the enlargement of this 
very important waterway. The Bureau of the Budget has recommended the 
appropriation of funds this year to begin dredging the deeper and wider channel 
from the bar to the main harbor at Corpus Christi in order that the channel] will 
be completed about the same time that the removal of the obstructive bascule 
bridge at the harbor entrance is completed. 


Justification for enlarging the waterway 

In 1926, when the waterway was opened, the commerce totaled only 6,170 tons, 
while in 1955 the commerce had increased to 27,355,887 tons. Last year the 
waterway ranked second in Texas in tonnage and ninth in the United States. 
A large percentage (90.2 percent) of the port’s tonnage is petroleum, petroleum 
products, and liquid chemicals. However, dry-cargo tonnage, which includes ores, 
grain, cotton, and general cargo of various types, is increasing very rapidly. A 
substantial part of the petroleum tonnage will move by large deep-draft tankers 
when these vessels can enter the port of Corpus Christi. 

Large supertankers now operate into the Atlantic Refining Co. and Humble Oil 
Co. doocks on Harbor Island and as far inland as the Sun Oil Co. terminal at 
Ingleside. However, the loaded draft of the tankers depend upon tte depth of 
water available in the channel. One-third of all deep-sea vessels that operate 
through the port of Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway draw 31 feet or over. The 
pilots have found it necessary, because of the narrow width and shallow draft of 
the channel, to limit the channel to one-way traffic when a large ship is in it. 
The situation is becoming more serious and the delays more noticeable because 
of the increasing number of large tankers and ore boats operating in opposite 
directions through the waterway. Most loaded tankers are outbound, while all 
loaded ore boats are inbound. 

It is anticipated that a large percentage of the petroleum and petroleum 
products originating at Corpus Christi will be transported from the port by 
supertanker once the bascule bridge is removed. ‘Thus, it is very important 
that the wider and deeper channel needed to accommodate the supertankers be 
completed by the time the restrictions are removed from the harbor entrance. 

The delays that now occur on the waterway between the bar and the La 
Quinta branch channel can be eliminated by appropriating sufficient funds this 
year and next year to complete the dredging of this section. 


Conclusions 

The present and prospective commerce on the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi 
Waterway justifies the improvements which have previously been authorized by 
Congress, and for which the Bureau of the Budget has recommended that funds 
be appropriated this year. 

Because of the increased size of the tankers, wider and deeper channels are 
required for efficient and safe operation. In the case of the Port Aransas- 
Corpus Christi Waterway, the cost of dredging the wider and deeper channel 
is justified by the savings in transportation costs. Supertankers now in opera- 
tion, and under construction, require channels with a minimum depth of 36 
feet and sufficient width for two loaded ships to pass with a reasonable de- 
gree of safety. (See exhibits A through G regarding ship groundings. ) 

It is estimated that the removal of the bascule bridge will be completed by 
the middle of 1958, and thereafter, the largest vessels operating in the gulf 
can enter the harbor. However, the port cannot take full advantage of this 
event until the 36- by 400-foot channel is completed from the bar across Cor- 
pus Christi Bay to the main turning basin. Therefore, it is extremely important 
that the dredging of the deeper and wider channel be expedited through in 
creased appropriations. 

Requests of local interests 

Nueces County Navigation District No. 1 requests that this Congress appro- 
priate not less than $330,000 as recomended by the Bureau of the Budget to 
commence work on deepening and widening the main channel of the Port Aran- 
sas-Corpus Christi Waterway to its presently authorized dimensions. It is 
also requested that Congress consider increasing this year’s appropriation suf- 
ficiently that with next year’s appropriation, the main channel can be completed 
from the bar to the La Quinta and naval air station branch channels. 
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WIDENING THE LA QUINTA BRANCH CHANNEL 


I also appear before you today requesting that funds be appropriated at this 
session of Congress to widen the La Quinta branch channel of the Port Aransas- 
Corpus Christi Waterway to its authorized dimensions. 

Description of the project 

The La Quinta branch channel (north shore channel) extends from the main 
channel of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway near Ingleside Point in 
a north-westerly direction along the north shore of Corpus Christi Bay, a dis- 
tance of 524 miles to a turning basin near La Quinta, Tex. The channel, al- 
though authorized to a depth of 32 feet and width of 150 feet, was dredged 
initially to a depth of 32 feet and a bottom width of 125 feet, as this width 
appeared at the time to be suflicient to accommodate the traffic. Also, this 
channel is narrower between the tops of slope than similar channels because the 


banks are dredged on a 1 to 1 side slope instead of the usual 3 to 1 side 
slope. 
Authorization of the project 

This branch channel of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway was au- 
thorized by the 83d Congress, 2d session, on September 3, 1954 (Public Law 
780), in accordance with House Document No. 89 of the 83d Congress, 1st ses- 
sion. The authorization provided for a channel 32 feet deep, with a bottom 
width of 150 feet on the tangents and 175 feet on the curves. It also provided 


that the Federal Government would pay 50 percent of the initial dredging cost 
and local interests 50 percent of the cost. 


Justification for widening the channel to authorized dimensions 


The numerous groundings which have occurred since the channel was com- 
pleted and the consequent damage to ships, and lost time because of groundings 
and repairs, justifies the widening of the channel to the authorized width. Forty- 
one groundings have occurred between April 1953 and March 1, 1956. The 
actual cost of repairs due to these groundings is $92,216, exclusive of the value 
of the time lost while the ships are aground and while repairs are being made. 

In 1957, larger ships will begin operating in this channel and, based on past 
experience, the number of groundings will increase with a corresponding increase 
in cost of repairs and lost time. Damages to vessels operating on the La Quinta 
Channel are much greater than on the main channel due principally to the steep 
hard clay banks as compared to the flat soft banks on the main channel. 

The traffic and commerce has increased substantially since the channel was 
completed in 1953, and it is estimated that both the traffic and commerce will 
increase severalfold during the next 15 years. Boats and barges operated for 
the Sun Oil Co., Austral Oil Corp., Atlantic Refining Co., Reynolds Metals Co. 
use the channel, as do numerous fishing boats, contractors boats and equipment, 
seismograph boats, crew boats, and pleasure boats. 

Two docks’ have been constructed along the channel, and are in operation, 
and seven small docks are in use on the Jewell Fulton Channel, which branches 
from the La Quinta Channel at Kenney Bayou. 

Shown below are the commercial statistics for the La Quinta Channel since 
it was completed and the estimated traffic and commerce for the next 15 years. 


Number of Tonnage, 
movements short tons 


vee eee ee . 2, 792 500, 053 
Oe lan S a etal LPL LELAND DE LIE ELAINE 5, 757 939, 988 
1955__. = a hin ee cet 19, 348 992, 317 
1957 1.___ : ee Sie 2, 010, 000 
1960 1 : ual 2. 750, 000 
1970 ! < , 3, 300, 000 


1 Estimated. 


All funds expended on the construction of this project to date have been 
furnished by local interests, although the congressional authorization of the 
project provided that the Federal Government would pay 50 percent of the 


1 Sun-Austral dock, Reynolds Metals Co. dock. 
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initial dredging cost and maintain the channel. Local interests have expended 
a total of $1,357,275.49 to date on the La Quinta branch channel for new work 
and maintenance dredging. 

Conclusions 

The present and prospective commerce on the La Quinta branch channel and 
the increased size of the vessels that will be operating in the channel in 1957, 
justifies the expenditure of Federal funds to widen the channel to the authorized 
dimensions. 

The numerous groundings which have occurred with the smaller ships clearly 
indicates that the channel should be widened for safe operation of both the 
present ships and the larger ships that will be in service next year. Future 
commerce and larger vessels will justify further widening and deepening of the 
channel in subsequent authorizations. 


Requests of local interests 

Local interests request that Congress include in this year’s appropriations 
sufficient funds to widen the La Quinta branch channel of the Port Aransas- 
Corpus Christi Waterway the additional 25 feet which has previously been 
authorized, but which has not been dredged. The requested widening to com- 
plete the authorized project is estimated to cost less than $500,000. 


ARANSAS-CORPUS CHRISTI PILOTS, 
Port Aransas, Tez., February 6, 1956. 
OFFICE OF MARINE INSPECTION, 
United States Coast Guard, 
Jones Building, Corpus Christi, Ter. 

GENTLEMEN: While sailing the tanker steamship HLastern Sun from Ingleside, 
Sun Oil docks, February 5, 1956, Capt. Norman EF. Walls, Jr., master, draft 34 
feet forward, 34 feet 2 inches, aft; light northerly breeze, very strong ebb tide, 
cold and clear; left the dock at 0142. Ship turning 50 R. p. m. 

A tow approaching us and headed west went on the north bank at bouy 26 
and the barges swinging across the channel, blocking the channel, 0200 let go 
starboard anchor and went full astern after having been stopped previous to this 
time. Ship had sternway and backed away from the barges. Hove anchor 
0214 and passed the tow which we learned was the Arthur Bb. Harms, with two 
barges. 

Proceeding on to sea ship stopped between bouys 9 and 10 at 0253 touching 
bottom in the middle of the channel and tug Laura Haden was called and along- 
side at 0402. Let go tug Laura Haden 0457. Tug Laura Haden back O702. 

Called for two more tugs from Corpus Christi which arrived at 0910. Ship 
floated at 0921 and proceeded on to sea. There was no apparent damage. 

Very truly yours, 
(Signed) Max J. Lurner, Jr., 
Bar Pilot. 


ARANSAS-CORPUS CHRISTI PILOTS, 
Port Aransas, Ter., April 14, 1955. 
OFFICE OF MARINE INSPECTION, 
United States Coast Guard, 
Jones Building, Corpus Christi, Tea. 

GENTLEMEN: While piloting the Steamship Jean Lykes from Reynolds Co. 
dock, La Quinta to sea April 11 and the vessel grounded, caused as follows: 

In order to proceed to sea it was necessary to pass the dredge Texas working 
in the channel between buoys Nos. 25 and 26 and buoys Nos. 27 and 28. In order 
to pass the dredge safely, it was necessary to slow the vessel to the extent that 
the ebbing tide and a southeasterly wind force 4 to 5 forced the ship aground 
on the north side of the channel close to buoy No. 26. 

Ship was freed 9 a. m. the 13th with the assistance of the tugs W. A. Wansley, 
Sea King, and H. O. Weatherbee and proceeded to sea. Damage if any, un- 
determined. 

Very truly yours, 
A. T. MatHews, Pilot. 
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ARANSAS-CoRPUS CHRISTI PILOrS, 
Port Aransas, Texr., July 13, 1953. 
To Whom It May Concern: 


While piloting the Panamanian steamship Shahin from La Quinta to sea July 
10. Ship’s draft 6 feet 6 inches forward and 14 feet 3 inches aft. Wind south- 
east 18 to 20 miles per hour. 

When in the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Channel and between buoys 25 and 
26, the vessel was approaching a drilling barge towed by two small tugs and 
also headed east. He was holding the south side of the channel. At this time, 
about 6:22 p. m., the ship was on slow speed ahead. I blew two blasts on the 
ship's whistle which was either ignored, or I didn’t hear an answered return. 
When the vessel was approximately 1,000 feet from the tow, the tow crossed our 
bow and went to the north side of the channel. Ship’s rudder was put hard 
right and the engine full ahead. This was in order to get the ship up in the 
Wind as near the south bank as I could before backing. Engine was put full 
astern which checked the ships headway to such an extent she was practically 
stopped when she landed against the north bank at 6:26 p.m. At the time this 
happened I was too near the pipeline crossing to safely drop an anchor. 

I blew for the tug Laura Haden which was out ahead of the vessel. She re- 
turned, took a line on the vessel but was unable to free her from the bank. 
From 1 to 4 tugs were employed at various times during July 11 and 12 trying 
to refloat the vessel. At 6:30 p. m., July 12, the vessel was refloated with the 
assistance of three tugs, Laura Haden, R. T. McDow, and Sea King. 

Apparently no damage to the vessel and proceeded to sea. 

Very truly yours, 
(Signed) V. T. LINDLEY, 
Bar Pilot. 


ARANSAS-CorPUS CHRISTI PILOTS, 
Port Aransas, Tex., November 25, 1952. 
OFFICE OF MARINE INSPECTION, 
United States Coast Guard, 
Jones Building, Corpus Christi, Tex. 

GENTLEMEN: While proceeding from sea to Corpus Christi, November 25, 1952, 
with the Steamship Cotton State and while passing the tug Jberia and tow east 
of the beacons Nos. 7 and 8, the ship was proceeding at half speed with a fresh 
southwest wind when a sudden shift of wind to northwest put the ship down on 
the south bank at 5:07 a.m. With the assistance of the tugs J. R. Guyton and 
R. J. Wales, the ship was cleared at 6:45 a. m. and proceeded on to Corpus 
Christi. 

Apparently no damage to the ship. 

Very truly yours, 
H. P. Lister, Bar Pilot. 


ARANSAS-CORPUS CHRISTI PILOTs, 
Port Aransas, Texr., April 12, 1952. 
OFFICE OF MARINE INSPECTION, 
United States Coast Guard, 
Jones Building, Corpus Christi, Ter. 


GENTLEMEN: While piloting the motorship Siam, Danish tanker from sea to 
Corpus Christi’on the night of April 9, about 8:30 p. m., light variable wind, 
ship in ballast drawing approximately 10 feet forward and 17 feet aft. 

Strong northerly wind struck (40 miles per hour, U. S. Weather Bureau) 
when between beacons Nos. 1 and 7. Visibility this time about 2 miles. Beacons 
Nos. 1 and 2 out. 

Proceeding on toward Corpus Christi and when approaching beacons Nos. 43 
and 44 (11° turn, both beacons out) heavy rain squalls cut the visibility to 
zero, but could see beacon momentarily due to lightning flashes and ship’s speed 
was reduced to 3 miles. 

After passing between beacons 49 and 50 decided it not safe to proceed 
farther. Visibility zero. 

Ship was stopped and starboard anchor let go paying out 30 fathoms of chain. 
Ship drifted on south bank of channel. 
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The tug R. T. McDow came to assist us in about an hour after the rain squalls 
ceased, but was unable to free ship of bank. 

Tugs Sea King and J. R. Guyton were called and about 10: 30 a. m., April 10, 
ship was maneuvered into channel, with the assistance of the three tugs. The 
three tugs were let go and we proceeded in to Corpus Christi 10:50 a.m. There 
was no apparent damage to the ship. 

Respectfully yours, 
Max J. LuTHER, Jr., Bar Pilot. 


ARANSAS-CORPUS CHRISTI PILOTS, 
Port Aransas, Texr., October 28, 1951. 
OFFICE OF MARINE INSPECTION, 
United States Coast Guard, 
Corpus Christi, Tex. 

GENTLEMEN : While inbound, October 26, with the steamship Mary Adams, sea 
to Corpus Christi, between the hours of 9:30 a. m. and 1:50 p. m., ship heavily 
loaded, and the weather clear with gentle easterly breeze, tide ebb. At 10: 45 
a.m., when at beacon 25, the vessel sheered from the north bank, the wheel was 
put hard right, and when she sheered from the south bank, the wheel was put 
hard left, this didn’t seem to check her swing so the engine was put full astern. 
The vessel’s bow stuck in the mud on the north bank just east of buoy No, 28. 

After working the engine at various speeds, both ahead and astern and by 
putting the rudder hard over each way, the vessel was maneuvered away from 
the bank at 11:57 a. m. and proceeded on to Corpus Christi. Apparently no 
damage to the vessel. 

Very truly yours, 
V. T. LInpLey, Bar Pilot. 


ARANSAS-CORPUS CHRISTI. PILOTS, 
Port Aransas, Tew., July 25, 1946. 
OFFICE OF MARINE INSPECTION, 
United States Coast Guard, Corpus Christi, Tex. 


GENTLEMEN: While piloting the motorship Brandywine from Humble Oil Dock 
No. 2, Harbor Island to sea, wind east about 10 miles per hour, moderate flood 
tide. Ship drawing 31 feet 2 inches aft and 30 feet 10 inches forward. Assisted 
by tugs C. A. Haden and Gulfport. Capt. Carl A. Flaathen, master of the vessel. 
This was July 24. 

Ship was let go from dock at 3:30 a. m. and engine put on slow ahead. Ship 
had to be maneuvered off from dock due to the steamship Tillamook (T2 tanker) 
which was loading at Humble Dock No. 1 directly ahead of ship. At about 200 
feet off the dock ship was grounded at 3: 36a. m. 

Various beels given in an attempt to float ship. By this time the tide began 
to fall. We then decided to await sailing of the steamship Tillamook which was 
scheduled for 6 a. m. sailing. ‘Took soundings at 6 a. m. in the pilot boat and 
found froin 30 feet 6 inches to 32 feet on the port side and on the starboard side 
abreast of poop found 29 feet as well as 29 feet forward. Tide gage on the 
Humble dock showed 1 foot above mean. 

Steamship Tillamook sailed at 6:25a.m. At 6:46 a. m., engine was rung full 
ahead, with hard right rudder in an attempt to swing stern into deep water, but 
engine did not respond until 7:16a.,m, At 7:45 a.m. ship’s engine stopped due 
to failure of engine. 

At 8:30 a.m. cargo was shifted from No. 8 starboard wing tank to No. 1 center 
tank and lines ran from forecastle head and poop deck to the dock in an attempt 
to heave ship into dock with the assistance of tugs. This operation failed and 
ship's cargo was then shifted to port in an attempt to give ship a list to port, 
there being more depth of water on the port side toward the dock. Heaving 
on lines with tugs assistance failed to float ship due to fallen tide. At 8:56 a.m. 
tugs were dismissed. 

Ship lay in this position until 1:30 a. m., July 25, when assisted by tugs @. A. 
lladen, Gulfport, and Roy Hoober on starboard quarter. Engine rang full ahead 
and tide rising. Ship was floated at 3:14 a. m. and landed into dock and held 
With two lines while master finished report, etc. 
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At 3:53 a. m. let go from dock and proceeding to sea under slow speed; 4: 06 
a. m., let go tugs; 4:09 a. m., engine stopped; 4:10, let go starboard anchor 
and called tugs back to hold ship in channel; 4:30 a. m., hove anchor, engines 
started again and proceeded to sea under slow speed. 

There was no apparent damage to the ship. 

Yours very truly, 
Max J. LUTHER, Jr., 
Bar Pilot. 


(The following statement was submitted later :) 


STATEMENT oF Hon. JOHN J. BELL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I desire to aline myself with the 
statements made by Mr. Dale Miller and Mr. Duane Orr relative to the projects 
which they have discussed. I hope this committee sees fit to approve the 
$2,861,000 bridge relocations items for Corpus Christi, thus supplementing and 
finishing the appropriation approved during the 1st session of the 84th Congress 
for the project. Local interests have met all necessary requirements under the 
Truman-Hobbs Act. Likewise, I endorse the budget item of $330,000 to begin 
a 36-foot channel from the entrance of the gulf into the intracoastal canal, and 
the extension of a 34-foot channel farther into the Tule Lake, a part of the 
Corpus Christi Waterway in the amount of $319,000. Traffic and business at the 
port of Corpus Christi justify appropriation of money for these items as well as 
for the $38,000 appropriation for widening of the Conn Brown Harbor at Aransas 
Pass, Tex., and $31,000 for advance planning and design on cutoff realinement of 
channel from Rockport to Aransas Pass, Tex., and beyond. 

The $38,000 is contained in tentative allocation from the $2 million approved 
budget for previously approved projects. The $31,000 item is from tentatively 
allocated funds included in the President’s budget for 1957, general advanced 
planning and design. 

I would also invite your consideration of placing in the bill a $500,000 appro- 
priation for widening the channel to La Quinta which is a part of the Port 
Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway. This project as originally authorized called 
for an expenditure of $1,800,000 to construct a channel 23 feet deep and 150 
feet wide, Federal and private contributions to be split 50-50. Private interests 
proceeded to construct the channel at a total expenditure of over $1 million, 
and at a depth of 32 feet and width of 125 feet. Five hundred thousand dollars 
is for the purpose of widening the channel to 150 feet as originally authorized 
and certainly represents much less than a 50-50 contribution as originally 
planned. The Federal Government in my opinion should also help maintain this 
channel and should place proper navigation markets. A great deal of traffic 
necessary to the national defense occurs in this La Quinta waterway. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


Patntep Rock REsErvorr 


WITNESSES 


R. H. MCELHANEY, VICE CHAIRMAN OF THE ARIZONA INTERSTATE 
STREAM COMMISSION 

E. W. RISING, REPRESENTING STATE WATER CONSERVATION 
BOARD OF MONTANA AND THE HELENA VALLEY IRRIGATION 
DISTRICT 


Mr. Kirwan. Mr. McElhaney, do you have a statement to make? 

Mr. McEtnaney. My statement is short and I would like to read it, 
if I may. 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 

Mr. McEtuaney. My name is R. H. McElhaney. I am vice chair- 
man of the Arizona Interstate Stream Commission and a member of 
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the board of directors of the Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drain 
age District. 

I am appet aring before you on behalf of five irrigation districts in 
Yuma County, Ariz. ., and the ¢ ity of Yuma, Ariz., with a population 
of approximately 30,000. The above irrigation districts embrace 
approximately 150,000 acres of highly productive land. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has expended over $70 million in con 
structing the irrigation works for three of the above districts and 
the residents and owners of these lands have spent more than $70) 
million additional in improving and developing these lands. 

Cost of the irrigation works and improvements in the two remaining 
districts are in excess of $25 million. 

A flood of any magnitude would seriously damage these lands and 
improvements, and besides would destroy large values of crops and 
livestock with losses difficult to estimate, but certainly running into 
many millions of dollars. 

The city of Yuma is in serious danger of being flooded because of 
the condition of the river channel as it passes by Yuma. The All- 
American Canal has a series of desilting basins which are constantly 
discharging the silt load carried by the All-American Canal back into 
the river below Imperial Dam, and this silt deposit is periodically 
moved on downstream by opening sluice gates on Imperial Dam. Be- 
cause of the shortage of water, enough water is never released to move 
this silt on to the Gulf of California where it formerly was finally 
deposited. As a consequence, the silt is deposited below Imperial 
Dam and above Morales Dam, which lies 7 miles due west of Yuma. 
This reach of the river passing by Yuma is constantly being built up 
to the extent that it constitutes a barrier or plug at the confluenc e of 
the Gila and Colorado Rivers just above Yuma. The result is that it 
will cause a portion of Yuma to be flooded and then the floodwater will 
flow on down over the rich Yuma Valley. 

Records of damaging floods only go back to 1883 but since that 
date serious floods have occurred in 1884, 1891, 1905, 1916, 1919, 1927, 
and 1937. Discharges of these floods into the Colora ado from the Gila 
have been as high as 320,000 cubic feet per second. Other floods of 
smaller proportion, yet large enough to cause much damage, have 
occurred in between these larger floods. 

During October and November 1955, the Corps of Engineers con- 
ducted extensive hearings at Yuma, Ariz., on past floods and damage 

‘aused by these floods. Lack of time prevents me from going into this 
report. The Corps of Engineers will present the information in this 
report to you and it is much more comprehensive than anything I can 
present. 

Painted Rock Flood Control Dam will effectively eliminate this 
danger and we respectfully request that Psa approve the $2,500,000 
item for construction of Painted Rock Dam and Reservoir as rec- 
ommended in the President’s budget. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Are there any questions you would like to ask? If so, I will be 
glad to answer them. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your statement ? 

Mr. McEtnaney. Yes. 

Mr. Rising would like to say something. 
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Mr. Risine. I simply want to say that I am representing the State 
Water Conservation Board of Montana and the Helena Valley Irri- 
gation District and I concur in backing up Mr. McElhaney’s state- 
ment. 


YeELLOwTAIL Dam Progecr anp HeLena VALLEY Untr 
WITNESSES 


J. CARTER JOHNSON, CHAIRMAN, WATER RESOURCES COMMITTEE, 
BILLINGS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, AND PRESIDENT, MONTANA 
RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 

HENRY S. RUEGAMER, BIG HORN COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

E. W. RISING, STATE WATER CONSERVATION BOARD OF MONTANA 


Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Johnson, you may proceed. 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is J. Carter 
Johnson. I am appearing before the committee in my capacity as 
chairman of the water resources committee of the Billings Chamber of 
Commerce and as president of the Montana Reclamation Association. 

I am appearing to urge the approval by the committee of the 
$10,850,000 budget item for the construction of the Big Horn ( Yel- 
lowtail) Dam, as recommended in the President’s budget message 
to the Congress for the fiscal year 1957. 

Under section 9 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, the Big Horn 
(Yellowtail) Dam was authorized as a part of the Missour: River 
Basin project. This act was approved December 22, 1944. 

This project is located some 40 miles south and west of Hardin, 
Mont., in the canyon of the Big Horn River. 

In its early concepts, the necessity of flood control and silt control 
was rec ognized by engineers as having a vital part in this project, as 
well as the primary purposes of irrigation and the production of elec- 
trical energy. Details making the cost of $95 million and other 
statistics of this project have been presented to the Congress by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, and are a matter of record and need not be 
repeated by me at this time. 

The settlement with the Crow Indians for right-of-way has de- 
layed somewhat actual entry to the site of construction, but this now 
appears well on its way to a successful conclusion. 

Interest in this project is not confined alone to Montana and Wyo- 
ming, which States are vitally affected, but many members of the Na- 
tional Reclamation Association have expressed a more than passing 
interest in its early construction. 

The expenditure by the Government through the Bureau of Recla- 
mation of over $2,500,000 in testing, mapping, designing, and prepar- 

ng the necessary specifications has produced proof of the feasibility 
an economic soundness of this project. The Bureau of Reclamation 
is now in a position to let bids and proceed with this construction. 

This, Mr. Chairman, is the purpose of my appearance and toward 
this end we ask your support and cooperation and approval of the 
item of $10,850,000 for fiscal year 1957. 

I thank you for giving us your time and attention. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. We will hear the next speaker. 

Mr. Ristne. Mr. Ruegamer. 
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STATEMENT OF HENRY S. RUEGAMER 


Mr. Rurgamer. Mr. Chairman, honorable members of the com- 
mittee, my name is Henry S. Ruegamer. I live in the county seat 
of Big Horn County, Hardin, Mont., and am chairman of the water 

resources committee of the Big Horn County Chamber of Commerce. 

This is my second trip to our Nation’s Capital in the past 3 weeks, 
to offer direct testimony on behalf of the people of our great State 
of Montana. It was my pleasure, along with others from Montana, 
to appear and give evidence to justify the payment to the Crow In- 
dians of $5 million for the Big Horn Dam site, which in the past has 
been referred to as “Yellowtail” but hereafter will be known as the 
Big Horn Dam. The evidence was given before both Committees 
of the Congress on Interior and Insular Affairs on February 28 and 
29, 1956. 

The Senate on March 16, 1956, unanimously approved the payment 
of $5 million by Senate Joint Resolution 135, to the Crow Indians 
for the dam site. We pray that all of the honorable Congressmen, 
after favorable consideration, will agree to treat their Crow Indian 
friends likewise. 

The Bureau of the Budget, under the President, has recommended 
$10,850,000 for fiscal year 1957 to carry on construction of the Big 
Horn Dam. We urge this appropriation, plus such additional funds 
as may be needed to carry on a continuous building program during 
the fiscal year 1957. 

This vitally important development will complete the full control 
and utilization of the waters of the Big Horn River in Wyoming and 
Montana. The location of the Big Horn Dam site is near the mouth 
of the canyon, the third largest in the United States, where 114 mil- 
lion acre-feet of water can be stored behind a concrete structure over 
500 feet high. From the falling water 200,000 kilowatts of power 
will be generated and wheeled east, west, north, and south to waiting 
and nee dy users. The sale of this power, plus the other benefits such 
as flood- and silt-control purposes, make this unit self- liquidating in a 
period of 50 years and shows an approximate $45 million economic net 
benefit to the area. 

The Boysen storage on the Big Horn is located in Wyoming about 
200 miles above the Big Horn Dam site in Montana. Boysen was 
constructed at Government expense of about $30 million with bene- 
fits limited to silt and flood control and production of power. The 
Government’s plan, when Boysen was built, was to follow with the 
Big Horn mulitpurpose dam so that the full benefits of the waters 
could be used for silt and flood control, power, irrigation, recreation, 
et cetera. 

Honorable members of the committee, this key project of the lower 
Big Horn division of the Missouri River Basin will need the funds 
included in the budget to carry on an uninterrupted construction 
program. We sincerely urge this committee to approve and recom- 
men to all Members of the House of Representatives that this appro- 
priation be made. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the privilege of appearing today 
to present my statement. 

Mr. Kirwan. We are very happy to have had you with us. 
Mr. Ristnc. Before we close, I would like to make a short statement. 
Mr. Kirwan. All right. 
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STATEMENT OF E. W. RISING 


Mr. Ristnc. My name is E. W. Rising. I am-representing the State 
Water Conservation Board of Montana and the Helena Valley Irriga- 
tion District. 

The State water conservation board desires to be on record as urging 
the appropriation of the budget item of $2,500,000 for construction 
of the Helena Valley unit of the Missouri River Basin project. These 
funds are requested for construction of works to furnish a full supply 
of water for approximately 13,000 acres of improved farmland within 
the Helena Valley Irrigation District and a supplemental supply of 
irrigation water for 4,600 acres outside the both davies of the district. 
The city of Helena has, also, made application for right to purchase 
water to be delivered through the main irrigation canal to a point near 
Helena, where it will be received and delivered through the system 
of the city for domestic and industrial purposes. 

The Canyon Ferry reservoir for conservation of water for produc- 
tion of power and irrigation has already been constructed by the 
Bureau of Reclamation. The last Congress appropriated $3 million 
to begin construction of the Helena Valley unit, however, construction 
has not been started due to a change in the repayment contract origi- 
nally submitted under the terms of which the Helena Valley Irriga- 
tion District was formed by the district court of Montana on June 28, 
1955. 

The Bureau of Reclamation on August 23, 1955, advised the Helena 
Valley Irrigation District that an additional repayment contract 
would be required from the supplemental water users outside of the 
Helena Valley Irrigation District, the city of Helena, or both, or 
that the Appropriation Committees of the House and Senate indicate 
approval for proceeding with the construction upon the basis of the 
repayment contract with the Helena Valley Irrigation District. 

Under date of September 23, 1955, Assistant Secretary of the Inte- 
rior, Fred G. Aandahl, addressed letters to the chairmen of the 
Appropriations Committees of the Congress requesting counsel and 
guidance with respect to the program for the Helena Valley unit. 

The chairman of the Appropriations Committee of the Senate 
under date of October 7, 1955, advised the Department of the Interior 
by letter that in his opinion it should proceed with construction of 
the irrigation works for the Helena Valley unit, when a repayment 
contract for approximately $800,000 has been executed. I submit 
a copy of Secretary Aandahl’s letter and Chairman Hayden’s reply 
for the record. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


Copy oF LETTER TO CHAIRMAN HAYDEN OF SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., September 23, 1955. 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR HAYDEN: We earnestly solicit the counsel and guidance 
of the Appropriations Committee with regard to the repayment and construction 
program for the Helena Valley unit, Missouri River Basin project. 

The Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1955 (Aug. 26, 1954, 68 Stat, 800, 
814), and the Public Works Appropriation Act, 1956 (July 15, 1955, 69 Stat. 
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354, 357), made available $250,000 and $3 million, respectively, for the con- 
struction of the Helena Valley unit by the Bureau of Reclamation. A serious 
question has arisen with regard to the extent of repayment contract coverage 
which should be obtained before construction of the unit should be commenced. 

The Helena Valley unit as now designed and proposed for construction in- 
cludes capacity and facilities to serve some 13,000 irrigable acres with a full 
water supply and also capacity to provide a supplemental water supply to 
some 4,600 currently being irrigated. Federal construction of irrigation distri- 
bution works is limited to the 13,000 acres of full supply lands. It was con- 
templated that the full and supplemental water-supply lands in addition to meet- 
ing full operation and maintenance costs of the unit would repay approximately 
$1.5 million in 40 years or about 13 percent of the construction cost of the unit. 
The Bureau of the Budget in connection with the initial appropriation request 
for this unit recommended that construction of the unit not be undertaken unless 
the water users had executed a contract to repay approximately 30 percent 
of the construction cost. The Congress in considering and approving the 
initial appropriation of $250,000 in the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1955, 
omitted any reference to the 30 percent but stipulated: “That no part of this 
appropriation shall be used to initiate construction of the Helena Valley unit, 
Montana, until a repayment contract bas been executed.” 

Initially, it was contemplated that there would be a single contract executed 
with one district encompassing all of the lands to be served by the Helena Valley 
unit. Subsequently, the prospect of inclusion of the supplemental water lands 
in the proposed irrigation district became less likely as considerable discussion 
developed around suggestions of other means by which the supplemental water 
lands might arrange to procure project water. As the matter proceeded, it 
became clear that the supplemental water lands were not to be included in 
the district. Accordingly, on November 5, 1954, the Bureau of Reclamation gave 
informal approval to a form of contract for use prospective to the formation 
of the Helena Valley Irrigation District, dealing only with the some 13,000 
irrigable acres of full supply lands for which a distribution system was to 
be built by the United States. It was believed that in due course the owners 
of the supplemental lands wouid form an organization of their own for the 
purpose of contracting with the United States for a supplemental water supply. 
It was believed also that a repayment contract initially with the 13,000 acres 
of full supply lands would provide an acceptable basis for going ahead with 
the construction of the Helena Valley unit. We are advised that this general 
approach played an important part in the legal proceedings leading to the 
formation of the Helena Valley Irrigation District in June 1955. 

On July 5, 1955, the board of commissioners of the Helena Valley Irrigation 
District approved a proposed water service and repayment contract under which 
the district would assume the full cost of operation and maintenance of the 
Helena Valley unit (estimated at $49,500 per year, or $3.95 per acre) and would 
pay over a 40-year period a total of about $800,000 to apply on the construction 
cost of the unit. Thereafter the printed hearings of the Appropriation Com- 
mittees in connection with the fiscal year 1956 fund request for the Helena 
Valley unit became available and the proposed repayment arrangements for the 
Helena Valley unit were reconsidered in the light of the views expressed at the 
appropriation hearings together with developments concerning prospective 
arrangements with the supplemental water-supply lands. It was then deter- 
mined that construction should not be undertaken until further commitments 
for payment of the costs were obtained. ae a igs Bi 

It was estimated that about $700,000 additional to apply on construction cost 

aid bv mers of the approximately 4,600 acres of irrigable lands 
would be paid by the owners of the approxin : eee ie 
outside of the Helena Valley Irrigation District for a supplemental water supp y. 
Since preparation of the original plan a potential additional market ae eT 
Valley unit water in the city of Helena has developed. At only a slig it | i- 
tional cost, the unit works can serve also the needs of the city 7 ae 
municipal water supply to meet the anticipated future growth of t a = re os 
cussions with city officials and their consulting engineers are nee ee 
this possibility. Preliminary thinking is that the city may repay ah : ee 
as much as $942,000 to apply on the cost of construction of the Helena Valley 
= this time it is not possible to predict when repayment arrangements will 

: vi i f a supplemental water supply o1 
be completed with either the lands in need 0 
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the city of Helena. Postponement of construction of the Helena Valley unit 
until repayment arrangements with either the supplemental lands or the city 
of Helena, or both, are completed in addition to the proposed contract with the 
Helena Valley Irrigation District will mean that construction of the unit will 
be delayed indefinitely. In view of the circumstances leading to the formation 
of the Helena Valley Irrigation District and the apparent understanding of the 
water users of the district, that upon formation of a district including only the 
13,000 acres of full supply lands and execution of a repayment contract by such 
a district, construction of the Helena Valley unit would proceed, we have been 
urged to proceed immediately with construction of the Helena Valley unit. 
Among those urging immediate construction following execution of the proposed 
repayment contract with the Helena Valley Irrigation District are Senator 
James E. Murray, Senator Mike Mansfield, Representative Lee Metcalf, Repre- 
sentative Orvin B. Fjare, Governor Aronson of the State of Montana, the State 
of Montana Water Conservation Board, and District Judge Victor H. Fall, first 
judicial district, Helena, Mont. 

The governor and the board have pointed up an additional reason for urging 
immediate construction of the unit in that some 3,500 acres of land in the Helena 
Valley Irrigation District are currently being irrigated by nonfederally con- 
structed pumping plants which are now in hazardous condition with the result 
that there is a real possibility of interruption of water deliveries during a critical 
period of irrigation. The lands in question will be served by the gravity system 
proposed for construction as part of the Helena Valley unit. 

We shall appreciate your advice on this matter at your earliest convenience 
so that we may know whether or not your committee believes that the Bureau 
of Reclamation should proceed with immediate construction of the Helena Val- 
ley unit. A similar letter on this matter is being sent to the chairman of the 
House Appropriations Committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


LETTER FROM CHAIRMAN HAYDEN TO ASSISTANT SECRETARY AANDAHL 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
October 7, 1955. 
Hon. FRED G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior, 
Department of Interior, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: Reference is made to your letter of September 23, 
1955, in which you requested my advice on the question that has arisen with 
respect to repayment coverage on the Helena Valley unit, Montana, of the 
Missouri River Basin project. 

I have reviewed the history of the appropriation of funds for the initiation 
of construction of the unit in the Supplemental Appropriation Act of 1955, and 
for the continuation of the unit in the Public Works Appropriation Act, 1956. 
It is my opinion that the budget estimate of $3 million for this unit was 
approved in the Public Works Appropriation Act, 1956, with the understanding 
that prior to construction a repayment contract would be executed with the 
irrigation district in the process of being formed to provide for a repayment 
of approximately $800,000. That a contract to provide water for the supple- 
mental lands would be considered at a later date. 

Therefore, it would seem to me that the Bureau should proceed with con- 
struction upon the execution of the contract referred to in the justification 
presented to the committee in support of the budget estimate. However, the 
Bureau should make all proper efforts to obtain additional repayment contracts 
so as to provide for a minimum repayment coverage of 12 percent on the unit. 

Very sincerely yours, 
—_——— ——_., Chairman. 


Mr. Ristne. For the information of the committee I also submit for 
the record a summary giving dates of important actions in connection 
with the Helena Valley unit. 





(The document referred to follows :) 


SUMMARY OF NEGOTIATIONS LEADING TO DEVELOPMENT OF HELENA VALLEY UNIT 
OF THE MissoUrRrI RIVER BASIN PROJECT, AND THE FORMATION OF THE HELENA 
VALLEY DISTRICT 


In 1947, the Canyon Ferry unit, a multipurpose dam and reservoir of the 
Missouri River Basin project, was put under construction. At the very begin- 
ning of the publicity for this unit, irrigation in Helena Valley was proposed as 
a part of this development and, in all of the preliminary statements made by 
representatives of the Government to the citizens of this area, and to Congress, 
irrigation was a primary factor in connection with this development. 

During the construction period, the Bureau of Reclamation carried on ex- 
tensive surveys, soil tests, and water-level tests throughout the Helena Valley; 
did all the necessary preliminary work to justify the furnishing of water to 
Helena Valley; and, as a part of the dam itself, an outlet pipe was incorporated 
therein for the specific purpose of taking water from the reservoir site through 
the dam, into a pumping unit, to be pumped into a tunnel at the dam site, where 
it would flow by gravity into the Helena Valley. 

March 4, 1954: Mr. Aldrich, of the Bureau of Reclamation, under the direc- 
tion of Regional Director Clinton, met with representatives of the various water 
users and the State water conservation board and at that time advised that 
all technical questions except one had been resolved and it was expected that, 
during the week of March 8, this would be out of the way and the clearing up 
of this one point would place the definite plan report in line for Bureau approval 
and the Bureau would then be in a position to make a formal request for con- 
struction funds. 

April 12, 1954: A meeting was held in the State water conservation board with 
water users. At this meeting, Mr. Aldrich, reporting for the United States 
Bureau of Reclamation, advised that the Commissioner of the Bureau of Recla- 
mation had approved the definite plan and repayment proposals, in accordance 
with the water users suggestions; namely, that a district be formed for full 
supply lands only and that the district would act as agent for the United States 
in the sale of water to the supplemental lands. Under this plan the district was 
tu repay an average of $2.25 per irrigable acre, operate the entire system, and 
return to the United States $2 for every acre-foot of water sold to supplemental 
water users outside of the district. 

April 19, 1954: As a result of the representation of the Bureau personnel under 
date of April 12, a public meeting was called on April 19, 1954, at the College 
Place schoolhouse in the Helena Valley, where the proposed formation of the 
district, the manner in which it would be formed, and the way the repayment 
costs would be handled, was fully discussed. Representatives of the Bureau of 
Reclamation were present and advised that the definite plan for the Helena 
Valley unit had been approved and that a request had been made by the Bureau 
of Reclamation for $250,000 to prepare plans, specifications, and do the engiheer- 
ing work for the proposed canal, laterals, outlet work, ete. 

The Congress, in 1954, did appropriate the request of $250,000. 

August 11, 1954: On this date Mr. Aldrich and Mr. Loomis of the Bureau 
of Reclamation met with a committee which had been formed to carry out 
the agreement as to the formation of an irrigation district and at that time 
the preliminary draft of repayment contract was gone over and we were advised 
to form a district as speedily as possible so that a request for construction 
funds could be justified when the appropriations for 1955 were to be made. 

November 8, 1954: Mr. Aldrich and Mr. Loomis of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion met with the committee for formation of the irrigation district in Helena, 
Mont., and advised that, upon submission of the contract to the Commissioner 
of Reclamation they had changed the contract, eliminating the right of the 
irrigation district to sell water to the supplemental water users, stating that 
because of complications and opinions of the legal department, it was felt that 
un irrigation district could not act as fiscal agent of the Government for the 
sale of the water and, therefore, the Government itself would take over the 
sale of this water and to compensate the irrigation district for this loss of reve- 
nue. The contract was changed so that the repayment cost to the irrigation 
district dropped from $2.25 to $1.60 per acre and the total cost of the project, 
as far as full supply lands is concerned, dropped to approximately $800,000. 
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It was agreed that the irrigation district would assume the full operation 
and maintenance costs-for all water delivered from the canal and that the 
Government would take over the sale of water to the supplemental water users 
and the revenue to be derived by them from this sale would offset and be 
applied to return to the Government the amount that they had deemed that 
the farmland could pay on reduction costs, or approximately $1,500,000. In 
other words, the irrigation district was to pay back approximately $800,000 
on the amount; in addition was to pay all operation and maintenance costs, 
and the Government determined that they could sell approximately $700,000 
under sale contracts to supplemental water users over a 40-year period to make 
up the difference. 

November 15, 1954: A public meeting was called of all interested parties for 
the purposes of explaining plans for the unit and the repayment contract terms, 
as finally agreed upon on November 8, with the committee. At that time the 
Bureau had drawn up a summary of plans for the Helena Valley unit and the 
statement was made in said summary, “Once an irrigation district, comprising 
the full water supply lands, is organized and a repayment contract is negotiated, 
construction of the system can begin.” 

May 26, 1955: The court hearing of formation of the irrigation district was 
commenced and testimony was taken from May 26 to June 8. Bureau of Rec- 
lamation witnesses were called to justify the formation of the district from 
the engineering standpoint and as to replacement costs, and their testimony 
was to the effect that construction would start upon formation of the district, 
together with repayment being negotiated with the district. 

June 28, 1955: A decision was handed down by the court integrating the 
Helena Valley Irrigation District, on the basis set forth above. In the mean- 
time, Mr. Henry Hibbard made a trip to Washington to testify before the 
House Appropriations Committee, requesting construction funds for this project ; 
one of the main reasons for his trip being so that he could assure the Anpro- 
priations Committee that the district had been formed, in accordance with pre- 
vious agreements, and repayment contract could be entered into with said dis- 
trict. Written statements were filed with the Senate Appropriations Commit- 
tee along the same line. There was no question in the minds of anyone familiar 
with the progress of this unit, that the only contracts to be negotiated was with 
the full supply lands. Congress did appropriate $3 million to commence con- 
struction on this unit. 

July 5, 1955: The commissioners of the Helena Valley Irrigation District met 
with Mr. Aldrich, Mr. Clinton, Mr. Rawlings, and Mr. Mondell, of the Bureau 
of Reclamation for purposes of final agreement on the repayment contract on 
the Helena Valley unit. The regional director did not indicate the slightest 
doubt that his directions were that the fully supply lands were to pay anproxi- 
mately $800,000, and the balance of $700,000 was to come from the sale of 
water. He assured the commissioners that as soon as the form of this contract 
was agreed upon in Washington. that the first contracts for construction on 
this project would be let, it being stated that they contemplated and desired 
the commissioners to proceed on the basis of getting the court’s approval of 
signing this contract so that contracts could be let by September 15, which the 
commissioners agreed to do. 

On August 23, we were officially notified that the repayment contract, as 
submitted, had been approved by the Commissioner of Reclamation, with three 
modifications : 

1. A modification as to antidiscrimination, to which change the commissioners 
agreed. 

2. A change in a definition of supply works, to which the commissioners agreed. 

3. A modification of article No. 17, by adding the lines: “The commencement 
of construction of any works identified in this contract is contingent upon the 
conclusion of such further contractual arrangements as may be deemed by the 
Secretary to be necessary and satisfactory for the disposition and employment 
of water, in addition to the district water supply, which it is contemplated will 
be made available by unit works.” ; 

After full discussion, the commissioners refused to accept this modification 
on the grounds that it was entirely contrary to the agreements and commitments 
previously given by the Bureau; and that it did not constitute a proper or 
necessary part of this contract. 
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CONCLUSION 


Let me state to this committee that all phases of commitments of the water 
users have been faithfully carried out; that the full amount of repayment is 
still available to the Government in the same manner as originally agreed upon 
and that the Government is morally bound to go forward with this project. 
Considerable sums of money have been expended to comply with the Govern- 
ment’s requirements; the courts of this State have been assured of detinite action 
on this and, upon that assurance, the court has acted and has committed property 
rights for the furtherance of the project, that all things which were agreed 
upon by the people, have been done. We, therefore, request that the amendment 
to article 17 of the contract be dropped and that authorization be given to proceed 
with construction of this unit. 

E. W. Risina. 


Mr. Ristna. Mr. W. A. Rossiter, president of the Helena Valley 
Irrigation District, Montana, requested time to appear before the com- 
mittee, but not being able to make arrangements to be here today, 
has sent a statement which I submit for the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF W. A. RosstrerR, PRESIDENT OF COMMISSIONERS, HELENA VALLEY 
IRRIGATION District 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this is now the third year we 
have been before this committee in an attempt to secure funds and get con- 
struction started on the Helena Valley unit, of the Missouri River project. 

When we were before your committee 3 years ago, we were promised by the 
Bureau of Reclamation that, if an irrigation district was formed in Helena 
Valley, in order that the Government could have a body to contract with, and 
Congress would appropriate funds, the Bureau of Reclamation would build the 
Helena Valley unit. Proceeding on this basis, we came before you, pleading for 
the initial planning funds, which you graciously granted, and the project plans 
were drawn, surveys made, and land titles examined. 

In 1955, the proponents of this unit commenced an action in conformity with 
the laws of the State of Montana, and did initiate and form, under order of the 
District Court of Lewis & Clark County, an irrigation district. 

After formation of the district, final negotiations were entered into by the 
sureau of Reclamation and the commissioners for the Helena Valley Irrigation 
District, on the terms of the repayment contract and a preliminary agreement 
was reached with the representative of the Bureau of Reclamation in Montana 
and submitted to the Reclamation Commissioner in Washington, and the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, for approval. 

Upon their review of the contract, we were informed for the first time that it 
would be necessary to obtain additional repayment contracts, either with the 
supplemental water users, or with the city of Helena, before construction would 
be initiated. This was accompiished by inserting an amendment to article No. 
17 of the repayment contract with the Helena Valley Irrigation District by 
adding the following language to article No. 17: 

“The commencement of construction of any works identified in this contract 
is contingent upon the conclusion of such further contractual arrangements as 
may be deemed by the Secretary to be necessary and satisfactory for the dispo- 
sition and employment of water, in addition to the district water supply, which 
it is contemplated will be available by unit works.” 

Up to that time, it had been our understanding that the only contract necessary 
would be with the Helena Valley Irrigation District. 

The Bureau of Reclamation, in setting up their original justification for the 
Helena Valley project, indicated that, at the outset, there would be only one 
contract with the full supply lands required for the formation of an irrigation 
district ; it being indicated that at some time subsequent, other contracts would 
be entered into with the supplemental lands and it was on this basis that we 
have proceeded all during the past 3 years, in connection with our negotiations. 

Mr. Dexheimer, when he added the new conditions to the contract, stated 
by way of letter to Senator Murray, under date of August 17, 1955, that: “Con- 
struction of the Helena Valley unit will not be initiated until the requirements 
for water service and repayment arrangements in advance of construction, as 
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presented to and recognized by the Congress, have been met. This would be 
accomplished when suitable contracts have been negotiated with either the city 
of Helena, or the supplemental lands, or with both of them.” 

We attended a hearing before the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of 
the Senate on September 29, 1955, wherein we protested this apparent change 
of position on the part of the Bureau but were unable to have the Commissioner 
retreat from his position. Even though we felt that we had been abused in 
this regard, we have continued to assist and endeavor to bring about a contract 
between the city and the Bureau of Reclamation, in order to comply with their 
demands in this regard and at this time negotiations have resulted in a request 
on the part of the city for the Bureau to submit a form of repayment contract. 
Therefore, it is imminent that a contract is to be entered into between the city 
and the Bureau of Reclamation, to furnish water to the city of Helena and that 
the city has agreed on cost of repayment. 

We feel, therefore, that we have complied in every respect with al! of the 
demands made upon us, even in face of the fact that we feel that we have been 
required to do more than was originally demanded of us, and that shortly all 
of the new requirements laid down by the Bureau will have been met and that 
this project should be started. 

We earnestly solicit your cooperation and assistance, and your approval of 
the present budget requests for this project, together with an authorization that 
immediate construction proceed. 

Mr. Ristne. Mr. Chairman, we urge that this committee clear the 
Helena Valley unit for construction by sending a reply to the letter 
which the Department of the Interior addressed to the chairmen of 
the Appropriations Committees of Congress on September 25, 1955; 
also that the full amount of the 1957 budget item of $9 500,000 for 
the Helena Valley unit be appropriated. 

Mr. Chairman, 1 thank you for time allowed me this morning. 

Mr. Putiries. The chairman will correct me if I am not right about 
this, but it runs in my mind that when this came up last year the 
committee was assured that repayment contracts would be signed that 
would underwrite, what was it, 20 percent of the cost ? 

Mr. Ristne. $1,500,000, 

Mr. Prourrs. Have they been signed by now ? 

Mr. Ristnc. No, they have not, because the contracts have changed. 
The original understanding was with the district that contracts would 
be signed for $800,000 by the district and that the Bureau of Recla- 
mation would obtain contracts from the supplemental water units. 
That has not been done. 

Mr. Puiuies. But it is being done, is that right ? 

Mr. Ristne. That, I think, will be explained when the Bureau o6f 
Reclamation witnesses are before you. But I want to simply say that 
the Irrigation district has been informed and the district has complied 
with all the requirements that were originally proposed by the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the Senate committee has cleared the project for 
construction. 

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman. 


Heten, Vattey Unir anp Yentowrait Untr 
WITNESS 


HON. LEE METCALF, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF MONTANA 


Mr. Kirwan. Congressman Metcalf, you may proceed. 
Mr. Mercatr. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, before 
go into the statement, may I also say, in response to the question that 
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Mr. Phillips asked that a new element has entered into this transaction 
and that is the providing of domestic water to the city of Helena. At 
the present time there is in process negotiation of a contract for domes- 
tic water for Helena, Mont., in which Helena is going to pay for 
any additional cost that results from providing domestic water and 
for use of the water over the repayment period. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to speak for the people 
of Montana on behalf of the public work appropriations requested 
by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

I was pleased to note that the budget request includes, among other 
items, $10,850,000 for work during fiscal 1957 on the Yellowtail unit, 
$2,500,000 for Helena Valley, that unit investigation money will con 
tinue work on the East Bench and Hardin units in Montana, and that 
Basin surveys will continue on the Clark Fork Division in Wyoming 
and Montana, the Milk Division, Three Forks Division, and Helena- 
Great Falls Division in Montana. 

I hope the committee will see fit to grant these requests in full. 

I have a statement on all of those matters that I desire to have 
inserted in the record. 

Mr. Kirwan. Are they long or just short statements / 

Mr. Mercatr. They are short ;a few paragraphs on each one. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


HELENA VALLEY 


In 1954 the Congress appropriated $250,000 for initial work on the Helena 
Valley project in the first district of Montana. Last year, in the Public Works 
Appropriation Act for fiscal 1956, the Congress voted $3 million for continuation 
of the unit with the understanding that prior to construction a repayment con- 
tract would be executed with the Helena Valley Irrigation District to provide for 
a repayment of approximately $800,000. A draft of a 40-year repayment contract 
with a 5-year development period was approved by the Commissioner of Recla- 
mation on November 5, 1954, for use in the formation of this irrigation district 

The contract approved at that time provided for repayment of $832,000 of con- 
struction costs from those lands which will receive a full supply of water from 
the project. At that time the appropriation justification filed by the Department 
and the Bureau with this committee, I understand, noted: “An additional 
contract may be considered to provide a water supply for 4,628 acres needing 
supplemental water.” 

I have been in close touch with this project from the beginning. Throughout 
this time the landowners who would make only a partial use of this project 
water have been adamant in their refusal to enter into a contract. I have recog- 
nized, however, that supplemental irrigation service is essential for the project, 
and therefore the plan provided for sale of water to those users, althought it was 
realized that if the supplemental users were required to execute a contract 
the project might as well be abandoned. 

A new development has entered the picture. The city of Helena now is in 
terested in obtaining water from the project. Though not originally contem- 
plated in the plan, this new user for project water certainly increases the 
attractiveness of the project. The city has declared it will pay the cost for 
whatever additional facilities will be needed in the project to serve the city; 
it will construct the treatment facilities and other works which will be of value 
only to the city; and it will pay for water it uses. This seems fair and over the 
repayment period the city’s contribution will be considerable. 

Last fall the reclamation commissioner decided that additional repayment 
coverage—over and above that provided by the Helena Valley Irrigation Dis- 
trict contract—was required before construction could start. At that time, 
the Bureau said that specifications and engineering would be complete and 
ready for award of the first contracts by December 1955 or January 1956. So 
by now, with the Bureau insisting that the rules be ch: inged and an additional 
contract obtained, the project has been delayed some 2 or 3 months. The Bureau 
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announced, however, that if the Appropriations Committees advise them that 
the Bureau is in error in their interpretation of the repayment contracts, con- 
struction of the Helena Valley unit will be started. 

District Judge Victor H. Fall of Helena believes the Bureau is in error, In 
a letter submitted at a hearing before the Senate Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs last September he declared, “I have never known an instance 
where such a gross breach of faith took place in any action by any governmental 
agency. I am frank to tell you that if any private individual within this juris- 
diction should perform a comparable act, I should, without question, have him 
before me for contempt of court. I think my views on this are probably en- 
titled to somewhat more consideration than the litigants themselves for the 
reason that I was not an advocate in this proceeding at all, but presided only 
in the role of judge and formed the district as a result of the representations 
made by the representatives of the Bureau of Reclamation.” 

Senator Hayden, chairman of the Senate Appropriations Committee, believes 
the Bureau is in error. On October 9 he informed them that ‘The Bureau should 
proceed with construction upon the execution of the contract referred to in the 
justification presented to the committee in support of the budget estimate.” 

I believe that if this committee approves $2,500,000 for Helena Valley for 
fiscal 1957 it will be a clear signal to the Bureau to proceed with construction 
immediateley, without any further delays for additional contracts. This, then, 
would be fulfilling the declared intent of Congress, and I strongly urge the 
committee to approve this appropriation. 


YELLOWTAIL UNIT 


A total of $6,549,463 has been made available to date on the estimated $95 
million which this dam will cost. 

The request of $10,850,000 in the budget for this coming fiscal year will pro- 
vide for continuation of construction, including the diversion tunnel, spillway 
and access road. The grading and temporary surfacing of the Yellowtail 
powerplant access road will be completed and powerplant foundation excava- 
tion begun. Construction will be completed on the permanent residences and the 
administration and service buildings. 

As the committee knows, the question of right-of-way over Crow Indian 
lands—which has delayed start of construction—is in the process of being 
answered. The Senate has passed Senate Joint Resolution 135, providing a 
$5 million payment to the Crow Indians for consent to transfer right-of-way 
for Yellowtail Dam and Reservoir. This resolution, which I introduced in the 
House, will be considered by the House Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs at the next meeting of the full committee. Meanwhile, the Bureau of 
Reclamation is going forward with condemnation proceedings. 

Here for the record are some telegrams I have received in the past 2 days 
on the Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams. 


BozEMAN, Mont., March 19, 1956. 
Hon. LEE METCALF, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Definitely opposed to appropriation for Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams i 
Idaho. Please do all you can to stay this. 
R. D. LAMPHEAR, 
President, Montana Wildlife Federation. 


BozEMAN, Mont., March 19, 1956. 
Hon. REPKESENTATIVE LEE METCALF, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Opposed to Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dam appropriations. 


L. E. Crouse, 
President, Gallatin Sportsman Association. 
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Denton, Monr., March 19, 1956. 
Hon. Lee MErca.r, 


Member of Congress, House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 


Dear Sir: Would like to express opposition to any appropriations for Bruces 
Eddy Dam. 


JACK ROse, 
Past President Montana Wildlife Federation. 


HAMILTON, Mont., March 19, 1956. 
Hon. LEE MrETCALR, 


House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 


Our organization, with 512 members, strongly opposes Bruces Eddy Dam on 
Clearwater River. 


RAVALL CoUNTY FISH AND WILDLIFE ASSOCIATION. 
Cora ROWEN. 


BITTER ROOT VALLEY 


Mr. Mercatr. The Bitter Root Valley of western Montana, one of 
the first areas of the West to be placed under irrigation by American 
settlers, is my own home, and I’m happy to be able to speak today on 
behalf of my friends and neighbors. 

Settled and irrigated long before the turn of the century, the Bitter 
Root country came upon serious times early in the depression of the 
1930’s. The long-used irrigation system, which included many wooden 
flumes, was worn out—and at just the time when the farmer was 
hardest hit financially. At that time, the Federal Government was 
asked to help, and in 1931 the Government spent $747,000 to rehabili- 
tate the existing system which had been constructed without Govern- 
ment aid. In 1936 and later, additional Federal money was spent to 
repair and rebuild the system. <A total indebtedness of $1,052,741 re- 
sulted. Under a contract signed in 1948, the debt is to be paid in 
42 years. The district’s 16,665 irrigable acres are assessed equally 
annualy, with the indebtedness being repaid on the gross annual crop 
returns. 

Now the Bitter Root needs an additional Federal boost—one which 
will result in reducing the maintenance costs of the district and also 
will increase the assurance of valley farmers that they will have 
reasonably uninterrupted delivery of irrigation water. 

During the past 25 years most of the district’s wooden flumes have 
been replaced with earth fills. Only 13 flumes remain in use; all of 
them are more than 20 years old and they must be replaced as soon as 
possible. Their upkeep is a great drain on the project’s operating 
funds. It is planned to replace these flumes with earth fills which, 
in contrast to wooden flumes, improve with age. 

Also it is planned to clear, clean, and enlarge the canal and em- 
bankments on 8.7 miles of canal on the upper end of the project, located 
on a very steep hillside and, in its present condition, very vulnerable 
to breaks. Two summers ago a costly break there tore out the dis- 
trict ditch, the hillside, the State water conservation board ditches 
and county roads. The break left district farmers without irrigation 
water for nearly 2 weeks during the most critical time of the year. An 
improved canal also would reduce water loss by approximately 6,000 
acre-feet per irrigation season. 





Operation and maintenance costs of the district have been high 
because of these difficult operating problems. The levies during the 
past 2 years have been $4.90 per acre—about all the land can stand. 
Because of this, the district is asking for Federal aid in replacing the 
last woden flumes and in improving ‘the canal at the upper end of the 
district. Iam submitting a preliminary estimate of the costs involved 
inthis work. The total amount is $175,000. 

The district proposes to repay this $175,000 loan, if granted by the 
Congress, within the present life of the contract between the district 
and the Federal Government—in 42 years. They estimate that the 
payments to the United States would be approximately 33 cents per 
acre per year in addition to the payments currently being made on the 
existing contract. I am told that the district believes annual opera- 
tion and maintenance costs per acre could be reduced more than twice 
this amount after completion of the planned rehabilitation work. 

As evidence of the district’s intent to repay this loan within the life 
of the present contract with the Federal Government, I submit a letter 
to me from Russell Unrue, superintendent of the irrigation district, 
in which he states : 

We are certain that the additional loan of $175,000 we are requesting could 
be repaid within the present life of the contract. 

I also ask to have included in the record a letter from the Acting 
Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation, E. G. Nielsen, in which 
he says: 


It appears that the additional rehabilitation and betterment work proposed 
on the Bitter Root Irrigation District would be worthwhile. Further, it appears 
reasonably within the ability of the district to repay the cost of such additional 
work within the 42-year remainder of the repayment ‘period of the district’s 


existing contract. 
[ ask that these two letters be admitted in the record at this point. 
(The letters referred to follow :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 16, 1956. 
Hon. LEE METCALF, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 

My DEAR Mr. Metca_r: We are pleased to write you further concerning the 
possibility of additional rehabilitation and betterment work on the Bitter Root 
Irrigation District, Montana. You will recall that Mr. Russell Unrue, superin- 
tendent of the Bitter Root Irrigation District, has corresponded with you on this 
matter and has estimated tentatively that $175,000 of additional funds would be 
necessary to rehabilitate the district’s canal system. Our regional director at 
Boise has furnished us further information on this subject. 

The Bitter Root project was not constructed by the Bureau but rather was a 
private development completed in about 1910. There were no dealings with the 
Bureau until 1931 when the Bureau and the district entered into a repayment 
contract which provided $747,641 for rehabilitating the irrigation system and 
liquidating the private indebtedness of the district. In 1936, $200,000 was added 
for rehabilitation work. In an amendatory repayment contract dated Septem- 
ber 16, 1948, which was approved by the Congress, provision was made for the 
expenditure of not more than $100,000 for further rehabilitation work which 
would increase the District’s total maximum obligation to $1,052,741. To date, 
approximately $89,000 of the $100,000 referred to has been expended or obligated. 
Briefly, the work accomplished includes a new diversion dam and canal head- 
works on Rock Creek; raising the height of Lake Como Dam to provide a safe 
freeboard and placing rock riprap on the upstream face of the dam to prevent 
erosion from wave action: rehabilitation of flume No. 18; enlargement and bet- 
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terment of portions of the main canal; rehabilitation work on steel pipe siphons ; 
and the work now in progress in which the district is constructing an earth canal 
section to replace and eliminate flume No. 11. Upon completion of the current 
program of work at flume 11, there will remain only $11,000 of financing avail- 
able under the existing repayment contract ceiling. 

The problem faced by the Bitter Root Irrigation District in maintaining the 
timber flumes on its main canal is appreciated. In the earlier years of project 
operation the flumes apparently were reasonably economical conveyance struc- 
tures. Although comparatively short lived, first costs were low due to cheap 
timber prices and low labor costs, and maintenance costs were similarly low for 
the same reasons. Deterioration of the flumes from age along with rising mate- 
rials and labor costs now make their maintenance a serious problem. 

It is not known how Mr. Unrue arrived at his estimate of costs for replacing 
the remaining flumes. It is possible the estimate was based on the probable 
costs for replacing flume 11, now underway, and on the assumption that the 
remaining flumes could be similarly replaced with earth sections. However, with- 
out surveying each site we are not certain that similar replacement is feasible 
in each case. There are factors of available head (fall or slope of the canal as 
now built), topography, and cross drainage which must be considered. 

It is understood that as originally constructed the main canal contained nu- 
merous flumes. Throughout the years many of the flumes were eliminated by 
construction of earth sections until there are remaining 14 flumes including 
flume 11, currently being replaced. The flumes eliminated were apparently at 
sites where replacement with earth sections was not too difficult. The remain- 
ing flumes, however, are not so simply replaced since the sites do not lend 
themselves to the easy construction of earth sections. 

The problems involved in the replacement of the flumes will necessitate some 
field study to determine the feasibility of replacing the flumes with earth sec- 
tions and the estimated cost therefor. As Mr. Unrue suggests, an examination 
on the ground and possibly some profile surveys are needed before the Bureau 
can intelligently determine the feasibility of replacing the remaining flumes 
either with earth canal or some other type of conduit and estimate the relative 
cost of each. 

As of June 30, 1955, the Bitter Root Irrigation District's indebtedness to the 
Government amounted to $692,010. The base repayment rate is $16,665 annually 
($1 per acre), which would reetire the debt in 42 years rather than 32 years as 
Mr. Unrue’s letter states. Adding $175,000 to the district’s debt to be repaid 
over a 42-year period concurrently with the existing obligation would increase 
the base construction repayment rate to $20,643 annually or from $1 to about 
$1.25 per acre. 

A brief economic analysis based on information now available indicates that 
the water users in the district have adequate capacity to meet the increased 
rate. In fact, an increase of up to about 40 cents per acre for construction prob- 
ably would not cause unreasonable hardship nor an appreciable increase in de- 
linquencies. An additional 40 cents per acre annual payment during the 42-year 
remaining construction repayment period would return to the United States 
additional rehabilitation and betterment costs totaling $280,000. Repayment at 
the 38 cents per acre per year mentioned in Mr. Unrue’s December 19, 1955, letter 
would return additional rehabilitation and betterment costs totaling $233,000. 

In view of the district's present high total annual cost of $4.90 per acre, a con 
siderable portion of which is apparently used for temporary maintenance and 
repair of the old flumes on the main canal, it would appear that a replacement 
program of these flumes can be made at a lower annual cost than the necessary 
annual cost of temporary patching. Furthermore, the improvement in water 
delivery service resulting from having a reliable canal not subject to frequent 
interruption of irrigation should improve the crop production and reduce opera- 
tion and maintenance annual costs. 

It appears that the additional rehabilitation and betterment work proposed 
on the Bitter Root Irrigation District would be worthwhile. Further, it appears 
reasonably within the ability of the district to repay the cost of such additional 
work within the 42-year remainder of the repayment period of the district's exist- 
ing contract. 

We are requesting the regional director at Boise, Idaho, to contact Mr. Unrue 
and the district board of commissioners with a view to ascertaining if the dis- 
trict board wishes the Bureau of Reclamation to conduct on a reimbursable 
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cost basis the field work necessary to develop the optimum rehabilitation and 
betterment plan and firm estimates of the cost thereof. 
If you have any additional questions on this matter, we shall be pleased to 
respond to your further inquiry. 
Sincerely yours, 
E. Z. NIELSON, Acting Commissioner. 


Brrrer Roor IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
Hamilton, Mont., December 19, 1955. 
Hon. LEE METCALF, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Mercatr: We are in receipt of your letter of December 6, and wish 
to thank you for the interest you have taken in the district’s problems. 

We are enclosing herewith a preliminary estimate of the cost of replacing the 
district’s remaining 13 flumes in the amount of $140,000, and also an estimate for 
cleaning and enlarging canal and embankments on approximately 8.7 miles of 
canal on the upper end of the project at a cost of $35,000, a total of $175,000. 

During the past 25 years, the district has been replacing flumes with earth fills, 
but there are still these 13 remaining flumes and they must be replaced as soon as 
possible as they are more than 20 years old, and their upkeep and maintenance is 
a great drain on the project’s operating funds. It is also planned to replace 
these flumes with earth fills, as earth fills improve with age, whereas wooden 
structures deteriorate very quickly. In excess of $8,000 was spent last spring in 
repairing these flumes but weak spots kept showing up and we were constantly 
patching and propping up old flume sections, 

Regarding the funds requested for clearing, cleaning, and enlarging the canal 
and embankments on approximately 8.7 miles of canal on the upper end of the 
project, this section of the canal is located on a very steep hillside and in its 
present condition is very vulnerable to breaks. We had a costly break on this 
section of the canal on July 26, 1953. It tore out our ditch, the hillside, the State 
water conservation board’s ditches, and the county roads. In addition to this 
damage, our farmers were without irrigation water for almost 2 weeks during 
the most critical time of the year. 

Our water users, of course, are also being affected by the economic squeeze 
other farmers are experiencing at this time. Parity ratio for farmers for 1954 
for prices paid by them for taxes, ete., and for prices received by them was 81 
percent, and the percentage for 1955 will undoubtedly be less. 

Due to our operating problems, our operation and maintenance costs have been 
unusually high. The 1954 and 1955 levies were increased to $4.90 per acre, 
which we think is all the land can stand. If water charges are too high, the 
delinquencies increase and land values decrease. 

Our present contract with the United States is dated September 16, 1948, and 
is on the 40-year repayment basis. The district comprises 16,665 irrigable acres 
that are assessed equally annually. This indebtedness is being repa‘d on the 
gross annual crop returns and parity ratio basis. The remainins life of the 
contract is 32 years. We are certain that the additional loan of $175. J00 we ure 
requesting could be repaid within the present life of the contract. Th: pavments 
to the United States would be approximately 33 cents per acre per year il 
addition to the payments we are now making on our present contr’ct. We know 
that the annual operation and maintenance costs per acre could be reduced more 
than twice this amount after the completion of the contemplated rehabilitation 
work. 

The improvements to the canal would also decrease excessi.e water loss bv 
approximately 6,000 acre-feet per irrigation season. ore water and the reason- 
ably uninterrupted delivery of irrigation water would increase the landowners’ 
ability to repay their indebtednes sto the United States. 

Approximately 9 percent of Ravalli County’s population lives on project lands, 
so you see the economy of the county is closely related to the district’s welfare. 

We wish to assure you that we greatly appreciate your efforts in our behalf 
and wish you and your family a very happy holiday season. 

Very truly yours, 
RUSSELL UNRUE, Superintendent. 
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PRELIMINARY EsTIMATE OF Cost oF 13 FLUME REPLACEMENTS With EartTH 
FILLS, AND CLEARING, CLEANING, AND ENLARGING CANAL AND EMBANKMENTS 
ON APPROXIMATELY 8.7 MILES OF CANAL ON Upper END or PROJECT 


Estimated cost of replacing 18 flumes 


; . Length of A pproxi 
Flume No. flume (feet) mate cost 





$5, 829 

8, 118 

12, 565 

4, 692 

12, 356 

5, YOO 

16, 231 

10, 471 

8, 796 

13, 613 

19, 895 

&, YOO 

¥, 634 

Total estimated cost of flume replacements - - , OVO 
Estimated cost of clearing, cleaning, and enlarging canal, and embankments 


on approximately 8.7 miles of canal on upper end of project - - 35, 000 


- 
cs ciate 4c targus ladiatea pre cata aareadieniecientesth far 5, 000 


Mr. Mercautr. Mr. Chairman, I ask that this $175,000 be appro- 
priated for this loan, and I suggest that when the administration wit- 
nesses come before this committee an inquiry be made as to the feasi- 
bility and the need for a loan to rehabilitate. 

Mr. Kirwan. Did I understand you to say there is no budget esti- 
mate for this part ? 

Mr. Mercatr. That is what I said. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that finish your statement ? 

Mr. Mercatr. That completes my statement. 

Mr. Kirwan. Very well. We thank you for coming. 


PROJECTS IN THE STATE OF New Mexico 


WITNESS 


HON. JOHN DEMPSEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF NEW MEXICO 


Mr. Botanp. We are pleased to have you here, Mr. Dempsey. 

Mr. Dempsey. It is nice to be here. 

My purpose in coming over today is to request some consideration 
from your committee with reference to some surveys in New Mexico. 
We have a budget estimate on the surveys but it is insufficient to com- 
plete the job. The Army engineers have given me the figures which 
| will give to you. 

For advance engineering and design at Albuquerque, $170,000 is 
adequate. At Los Esteros and Alam: agordo on the Pecos River, the 
budget provides $50,000 where $ $100,000 is required. 

Mr. Botanp. To meet the plans? 

Mr. Dempsey. Yes; the detailed planning. 

Now, there is no economy in delaying the surveys because, in the 
first place, the Army engineers have sufficient men to do the work, 





and, secondly, the quicker you get the surveys completed the quicker 
you ‘get construction. 

At Two Rivers Reservoirs the present budget recommends $100,000 
whereas $115,000 would complete that and without that $15,000 extra, 
it means another year before you get complete planning. 

Mr. Botanp. Why do they ask for $115,000? 

Mr. Dempsey. Well, they gave me these figures which are necessary 
to do the job. They would not, of course, tell me what they asked for 
because they are not permitted to, but I can assume what they asked 
for when they tell me what they need. 

Mr. Botanp. We will certainly ask them. 

You say that $115,000 is all that is necessary for the planning on 
Two Rivers? 

Mr. Dempsey. That is my understanding. 

That is the only request that I have. 

Mr. Botanp. Do you have a statement that you would like to file? 

Mr. Dempsey. I don’t have the letter here, but Brigadier General 

Itschner will appear before you and he made no reference to what he 
recommends in the budget. Of course, I understand that the regula- 
tions provide that he should not do that, but he is privileged to tell 
you how much money could be spent and these are his figures. 

Will these be accepted for the record ? 

Mr. Botann. Yes. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


Projects in the State of New Mexico 


Additional 
amount that 
could be used 
in fiscal year 

1957 


President's 


Project budget 


A. Projects included in fiscal year 1957 budget estimates: 
Advance engineering and design 
Albuquerque $170, 000 0 
Artesia 25, 000 $125, 000 
Los Esteros-Alamagordo Reservoirs 50, 000 2 50, 000 
Two Rivers Reservoirs 100, 000 215, 000 
Construction: Chamita Reservoir (Abiquiu) 1, 500, 000 0 
B. Projects not included in fiscal year 1957 budget estimate 
Construction: 
tio Grande Floodway (Albuquerque unit 
Rio Grande Floodway (balance of project 
Bluewater Floodway 
Chamita Reservoir (low Chamita) _. 


| To initiate construction. 
2 Planning. 
3 Not known at this time. 


Bureau or RECLAMATION—-GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 
WITNESS 


HON. GEORGE H. MAHON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Kirwan. Our next witness is our colleague on this committee, 
Congressman Mahon. 

Mr. Manon. I would like permission to file the following statement 
in the record. 
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Mr. Kirwan. It will be filed at this point. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF J. E. Sturrock, GENERAL MANAGER, TEXAS WATER CONSERVATION 
ASSOCIATION, AUSTIN TEX., RE APPROPRIATIONS FOR GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS BY 
THE UNITED STATES BUREAU OF RECLAMATION FOR FISCAL YEAR ENDING JUNE 
30, 1957 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is J. E. Sturrock. Iam 
general manager of the Texas Water Conservation Association, Austin, Tex., ¢ 
statewide organization incorporated under the laws of Texas and dedicated to the 
task of developing, conserving, controlling, protecting, and utilizing the water 
resources of Texas for all beneficial purposes. 

My purpose in presenting this statement is to urge, as strongly as I can, the 
approval by the Congress of the funds requested in the President’s Budget for 
fiscal year 1957, for general investigations by the Bureau of Reclamation, in- 
cluding $845,000 for the gulf basins project and the lower Rio Grande rehabilita- 
tion project, in Texas, in order that that agency may assist the State of Texas 
in developing a sound, practicable, and coordinated water plan and conservation 
program for the entire State. 

The area of Texas consists of 263,644 square miles of land area and 3,695 
square miles of inland water surface, a total of 267,339 square miles or 168,782,160 
acres of land and 2,264,800 acres of inland water, according to the United States 
Bureau of the Census. 

The longest straight-line distance in a general north-south direction is 801 miles 
from the southern tip near Brownsville to the northwest corner of the Panhandle. 
The greatest general east-west distance is 773 miles from the extreme bend of the 
Sabine River in Newton County to the extreme bulge of the Rio Grande in El 
Paso County. 

Within this broad expanse of Texas, with 10 major river systems, the average 
annual rainfall ranges from less than 9 inches at El Paso to 55 inches near the 
Louisiana State line. Thus there is in Texas, between humid east Texas and 
arid west Texas, all the water problems that can confront any people. 

Precipitation is erratic and unpredictable in Texas. The amount of rainfall 
through the years over the entire State averages 27.70 inches. Deviation from 
the average is continual and unpredictable as to degree or probability of occur- 
ence. The greatest average rainfall recorded in Texas at any station of the 
weather bureau is 56.13 inches annually at Bon Weir, Newton County, near the 
Louisiana line. The lowest is 7.83, at El Paso in extreme west Texas. 

According to the United States Geological Survey, Texas and the Southwest is 
now in the worst drought in 600 years. The water-supply problem has become 
critical in most of the State and bids fair to become even more critical unless 
the drought is broken by return to normal rainfall. It is a problem of concern 
throughout the State. In fact, the water-supply problem in Texas has become one 
of national concern as evidenced by measures taken by the President in the last 
3 years. 

There are two reasons for this great concern. First, the prolonged drought 
has greatly reduced supplies and diminishing underground water resources 
in many areas. Second, there has been the long-term upward trend in water 
consumption by Texas’ growing population and its agricultural and manufactur- 
ing industries. Even with the return to normal rainfall conditions, the State 
will be in urgent need of a more effective water plan and conservation program. 

In February 1949, Senator Lyndon B. Johnson, of Texas, requested the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to have the Bureau of Reclamation provide him with infor- 
mation regarding programs within the State of Texas affecting its water 
resources. 

Following the above request by Senator Johnson, the area planning office of 
the Bureau of Reclamation at Austin, Tex., concentrated a considerable portion 
of its planning activities in a comprehensive, statewide study of water conserva 
tion problems and potential solutions for the State. Valuable data and informa- 
tion was collected and analyzed, sufficient in extent to define clearly the character 
and magnitude of the major water problems facing Texas and to point to 
desirable solutions. 

A report was submitted to Senator Johnson, which was later published as 
Senate Document No. 57, 88d Congress, Ist session, entitled “Water Supply and 
Texas EKconomy—An Appraisal of the Texas Water Problems.” 
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The late Mr. Howard E. Robbins, then regional director, Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, Amarillo, pointed out in letter of transmittal printed in Senate Document 
No. 57 that considerable additional detailed investigation and study will be 
required to bring out all facts and interrelationship of these water problems and 
to permit firm reeommendations for their solution in terms of concrete water 
development structures. 

Whereupon the Texas Water Conservation Association urged the Congress to 
make available to the Bureau of Reclamation adequate funds to enable it to 
continue a detailed investigation and study of the Gulf Basins project. The 
Congress made funds available for fiscal years 1955 and 1956. It is proposed to 
complete the report in fiscal year 1960. 

The gulf basins project is primarily a water-supply project, but is multipurpose 
in scope, involving flood control, power, recreation, and wildlife benefits. The 
water supplies are being established for: (@) Large-scale municipal growth; 
(b) industrial expansion of great magnitude and of a nature (petrochemical) 
involving unprecedented quantities of raw water; and (c) new irrigation projects 
that will embrace about 1.5 to 1.7 million acres, depending upon final determina- 
tion of tolerable water shortages. 

The gulf basins project is an intra-Texas effort embracing full development of 
all primary Texas basins other than the Red and Rio Grande. 

Basins included are Sabine, Neches, San Jacinto, Trinity, Brazos, Colorado, 
Guadalupe, and Nueces. 

The Red River Basin is not included because quality of water precludes large- 
scale use. The Rio Grande Basin has reached virtually full development and will 
with the construction of the proposed Diablo Dam above Del Rio. 

In the report to Senator Johnson (S. Doc. No. 57, p. 16) it is pointed out that— 

“Texas is a virtual warehouse of undeveloped resources, many of which can 
be processed locally into products in national demand. Not the least of Texas’ 
resources is its abundant but maldistributed and largely unregulated and unused 
surface waters * * *,” 

In testifying before the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Public Works, 
84th Congress, Ist session, Robert W. Jennings, regional director, Bureau of 
Reclamation, Region V, Amarillo, stated : 

“Expanding State and national economics have increasing need for Texas 
products requiring great quantities of water for processing. The State has no 
preconceived, statewide, water-use plan into which Federal funds have been, or 
ean be, channeled with an awareness of local and national needs that can be 
satisfied by water projects of large magnitude which has deterred development 
of the water- and land-resource potentialities of the gulf basin in the most eco- 
nomical and desirable manner. The scheduled investigations are necessary to 
facilitate formulation of such a plan and development of those potentialities in 
the interest of the Nation, State, and concerned local areas.” 

In addition to its warehouse of undeveloped resources there are many military 
establishments located in Texas. Many millions of dollars have been invested 
in industries essential to the national defense, most of which are large con- 
sumers of water. 

Therefore the development and conservation of the water resources is the 
No. 1 problem facing Texas. Its solution will not only beneficially affect the 
economy of the State but also the national economy and the national defense. 

The gulf basins project embraces the State as a whole and therefore its scope 
is large. To provide urgently needed water-supply projects there must be devel- 
oped an integrated plan for the entire State and the construction of necessary 
works to implement such a plan. 

It is contemplated that when such integrated plan of development is com- 
pleted, local interests, public and private enterprise will construct those projects 
within their means. Projects to be constructed by the Federal Government will 
include those which, because of size and complexity, are beyond the means of 
local, public, and private enterprise. 

For the reasons set forth above, we respectfully urge the committee’s approval 
of the $845,000 requested for the gulf basins project in Texas. 

We also urge the committee’s favorable consideration of the request for 
$40,000 to enable the Bureau of Reclamation to complete development of plans 
for the rehabilitation of three existing irrigation distribution systems and for 
providing the adequate drainage in the interest of permitting more efficient use 
of the limited water supply of the lower Rio Grande Valley in Texas. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we greatly appreciate the oppor- 
tunity of presenting this statement. 
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NeosHo-Corronwoop F.Loop-Controt Provecr 


WITNESSES 


HON. MYRON V. GEORGE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF KANSAS 

HON. ED EDMONDSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

GEORGE A. FOX, NEOSHO COTTONWOOD FLOOD CONTROL ASSOCIA- 
TION 

STANLEY SPENCER, VICE PRESIDENT, KANSAS STATE CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE 

LEW PARAMORE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, MO-ARK FLOOD CONTROL 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Botanp. We are delighted to have you with us, Congressman 
George. You can file a statement for the record or proceed in any 
manner you wish. 

Mr. Grorce, | will file a statement with the committee for the record 
and with it I have a letter from the Army engineers in regard to the 
Strawn Dam on the Neosho River, in which the Army engineers and 
the Bureau of the Budget recommend planning money to help com- 
plete the plans and the committee appearing from that river valley 
intend to ask the committee for $1 million rather than the amount the 
Bureau of the Budget has recommended, and I have been told by 
Senators Schoeppel and Carlson that they will support such an 
appropriation on the Senate side. 

I am also appearing on behalf of the appropriation approved by the 
Bureau of the Budget, 1 believe for an amount of $4,800,000 for con- 
tinuation of construction of the Toronto Reservoir on the Verdigris 
River. It is in the budget and has been approved by the Army engi- 
neers and I asked the group back home not to come down here and 
appear at this time because I thought it was more or less of a con- 
tinuing appropriation and it would not be necessary to have more 
testimony on this project. I, and both of the Kansas Senators, are in 
unanimous agreement that this project should continue as fast as pos- 
sible, as fast as you people appropriate the money. 

(The statement of Congressman George is as follows :) 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want to thank you for giving 
our delegation the opportunity to appear before you in behalf of the water con- 
servation and floud-control projects on the Verdigris and Neosho River in Kansas, 

The Bureau of the Budget has recommended $4,800,000 for the continuation 
of construction of the Toronto Reservoir on the Verdigris River. Of course we 
are wholeheartedly in favor of this construction project and respectfully request 
the committee to help us secure this appropriation as recommended by the Army 
engineers and the Bureau of the Budget. 

We are also interested in securing a $1 million appropriation for completion 
of plans and the beginning of construction of a reservoir northwest of Burlington, 
Kans., on the Neosho River. The Army engineers have relocated the proposed 
dam site several miles down the stream. This new location will reduce the cost 
of this project $11 million. This and other pertinent data on the Strawn Dam 
and Reservoir is contained in a letter I received from General Itschner, Assistant 
Chief of Army Engineers for Civil Works. I am submitting this letter with the 
request that it be made a part of the record. 

I will not go further into detail as to the merit of this project as the Army 
engineers and former witnesses of the Third District of Kansas have introduced 
evidence in the past regarding the need and desirability of this project. 


75294—56—pt. 1I——15 
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We have with us today Senators Schoeppel and Carlson, Mr. George Fox, 
president of the Neosho River Valley Flood Control Association, and Mr. Frank 
Haucke, one of the active vice presidents of this association. All of these 
gentlemen will file statements and I also request that they be granted time 
to testify as to the desirability of these appropriations being approved by you 
this year. 


DEPART MENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 14, 1956. 
Hon. Myron V. GEORGE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. GeorGe: Reference is made to your recent telephone request for 
pertinent data on the Strawn Dam and Reservoir in Kansas. 

Primarily due to the high cost for relocations at the initial Strawn site, addi- 
tional site selection studies were recently made which have indicated that a 
site approximately 6 miles (14 river miles) downstream near Burlington was 
much more suitable from both an engineering and economic standpoint. Accord- 
ingly, our plans now contemplate construction of the dam at the Burlington site. 

Present plans provide for an earth-fill embankment with a maximum height of 
79 feet. A gatecontrolled chute-type spillway will be located in the left 
abutement. The overall length, including embankment, spillway, bulkheads, and 
2,700 feet of railroad fill, will be approximately 21,400 feet. The reservoir will 
have a total capacity of 387,000 acre-feet of which 320,600 is for flood control 
and 67,300 is for conservation. The cost is estimated at $31 million, or $11 
million less than at the original site. 

As you know, $50,000 is now allocated to the Strawn Reservoir project from the 
overall amount included in the President’s budget for fiscal year 1957 for ad- 
vance engineering and design. It is estimated that in addition to this amount 
$125,000 will be required to complete the planning considered necessary prior to 
initiating construction. 

I trust this information meets your present needs. If further information is 
needed please feel free to call on me. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Major General, United States Army, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


Mr. Georce. Now at this time I would like to introduce the presi- 
dent of the Neosho River Valley Flood Control Association, Mr. 
George A. Fox. 

Mr. Botanp. We would be glad to hear from him. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE A. FOX 


Mr. Fox. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have a 
statement that I would like to file, and I have here wires and tele- 
grams from Council Grove and they cover the entire stretch of the 
Neosho River from its mouth clear down to the Oklahoma line. 

As Congressman George has told you, I am president of the Neosho 
Cottonwood Flood Conrtol and Soil Conservation Association which 
covers the Neosho River and Cottonwood River flowing into it at 
Emporia. 

I was checking these wires this morning, gentlemen, and we have 
here wires from mayors, county commissioners, city commissioners, 
individuals, and chambers of commerce from every town on the river, 
representing some 60,000 people in that area and that is in the metro- 
politan centers only, in the small towns only, and that includes no 
river folk whatsoever. 

We are desperate in our area for something to be done on this 
project. I don’t know how closely you followed this Strawn Dam. 
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In 1951, we had this terrific flood and the Army engineers im- 
mediately came up with revised thinking on the situation because it 
was so terrific that nothing like it had ever happened before. They 
immediately decided they were going to have to do something. Now 
they have settled on this new dam site, which is on the main stem of 
the Neosho about 4 miles northwest of Burlington, Kans., which is 
about 12 miles below the first site on the Neosho which was at Strawn. 

In choosing this new site and in going ahead with it, it is their be- 
lief and the belief of everyone who has had anything to do with it 
that they can save in relocation costs and other costs in the neighbor- 
hood of 8 to 11 million dollars. This new site has been definitely ap- 
proved by the Army engineers, the Corps, from top to bottom, includ- 
ing the Chief’s office here in Washington, and it is our earnest. ple: 
now that this thing has been held up for the last 3 or 4 years and that 
we should get appropriated now $1 million of final planning money 
and construction money to start the Strawn Dam before something 
else happens to throw us back into another tailspin like we had in 
1951. 

Mr. Bouanp. The figures here, the allocation for 1957 gives $50,000 
and in order to complete the planning on the Strawn Reservoir it is 
$125,000. Your are looking for $1 million to complete the planning 
and also start construction ¢ 

Mr. Fox. And also start construction, yes, sir. Otherwise, gentle- 
men, we would be set back, in the starting of this project we would 
be set back a period of some 2 or 3 years longer and we have been set 
back already on this changeover some period of 2 or 3 years, and it is 
so terrifically important to our area that this project gets started not 
only from the standpoint of flood control and flood protection, but 
from the standpoint of water conservation for downstream flow dur- 
ing these dry years. For instance, in the past 2 years at the station 
at Parsons, Kans., the Neosho has been recorded from flood stage to 
nothing. That is how much this project is needed. As the saying 
goes, “to tame that water in times of high water and then let it have 
something to run into it in times of dry weather.” 

I know in our area in southern and southeastern Kansas we have at 
various times opportunities for industrial development and one of the 
first things that we look for is how much water is in the river because 
that is where they figure on the providing of some water and at times 
there is none and at times it is running at Chetopa, Kans., all the way 
from 3 to 15 miles wide and with that situation existing they shake 
their heads and take off, and as a result of that we have an un- 
employment situation in about 3 or 4 counties down there today that 
runs as high as 8 to 14 percent and it gets pretty desperate. I know 
that. 

I am in the banking business in that area and sometimes it becomes 
really severe. We see all of these people out of work and not having 
anything to live on or to go by. 

I think that this project would help it to develop and help it 100 
percent as far as curing such things as that. 

Mr. Maenuson. Is this not one of several related dams? 

Mr. Fox. The Strawn Dam is the largest of four dams on the Ne- 
osho-Cottonwood ; yes, sir. Is that what you mean ? 

Mr. Magnuson. Yes. 
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This group is addressing itself to just the Strawn ? 

Mr. Fox. We have in our request the sum of $200,000 for planning 
money for Council Grove and Marion, which are the other two next 
largest projects in the overall projects. 

Mr. Macnuson. You have some opposition in the area to these 
projects; do you not? 

Mr. Fox. On the Strawn project, on the Strawn Dam, while the 
location was at Strawn, we had opposition up at Hartford, Kans. 
The dam at that location would have backwatered up, right up close 
to Hartford, and in some instances probably, at extremely high- 
water stages, would have gone into one corner of Hartford. We did 
have, at one time, some opposition there on that occasion. 

At Burlington, Kans., after I found out definitely that the new 
location had been O. K.’d and that the Army engineers had definitely 
settled on the new location just north of Burlington, I checked at 
Burlington and as near as I can find out all of the opposition at Hart- 
ford has quited down because they won’t be affected and as a result 
they are not saying anything or doing anything. 

Mr. Maenvuson. How much farmland would be flooded out ? 

Mr. Fox. As near as I can find out from Congressmen and from 
what I have been told, the situation as it is now will not take out any 
more farmland, and possibly a little less farmland than would have 
the old Strawn Dam site. 

se Maenuson. Well, what does that mean? How much will it 
take 

Mr. Greorcr. Frankly, I don’t have the acreage that is involved. I 
have the acre-feet that go into the new reservoir but the Army engi- 
neers would have all of those figures. 

Mr. Macnvuson. It seems to me we had some folks in here yesterday 
who contended that this would destroy about 37,000 acres of fertile 
valley farms. Does that sound reasonable? 

Mr. Fox. It sounds awfully, awfully high from the figures that I 
remember from the Army engineers. 

This is the old Strawn Dam site and Reservoir. The crest length 
of the rolled earth filled embankment, 10,650 feet; 45 feet above the 
valley floor the normal conservation pool will have a capacity of 
52,000 acre-feet and a surface area of 6,900 acres; during periods of 
flooding, an additional capacity of 322,000 acre-feet from 2,910 square 
miles of drainage and the reservoir are at the top of the flood control 
pool is 24,000 acres. 

Now, that, of course, would not be all farmland and so on and 
so forth. 

Now, going downstream to the Burlington site, which is what they 
have actually done, they will eliminate a large amount of farmland 
and they will take in replacement a considerable amount of hillsides 
and the washy grass lands that go along with these hillsides along 
there in place of some of that farmland, which is one reason for the 
move and another reason for the terrific difference in the cost of the 
situation. 

Mr. Maenvuson. Well, is there more or less organized opposition 
by some of the farmers to this? 
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Mr. Fox. To the new site? 

Mr. Macnuson. Yes. 

Mr. Fox. I can only tell you what I have learned. I talked to a 
banker friend of mine from Burlington and he tells me that there 
will be no organized opposition whatsoever on the new location; that 
the people there realize that this thing has to come; that it is something 
that is going to have to be done. They have been for it all the time 
and the only thing that they are asking in that area now is how soon 
and what and when and where. 

That is the best information I have up to date. 

I might say to you that we have here some 400 people who have 
signed these telegrams from in and around Burlington and some of 
these names that have been aflixed to the telegrams are people who 
live right in the area that will be flooded. I know them personally, 
and in answer to your question, that is about the only answer I can 
give you there as to opposition. 

These telegrams I would like to leave for the record, if you don’t 


mind. 
Mr. Botanpn. They will be filed. 
(Statement of George A. Fox is as follows :) 


STATEMENT oF GreorGeE A. Fox, PRESIDENT, NEOSHO COTTONWOOD FLoop CoNnTROL 
AND Sort CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION IN CONNECTION WITH REQUEST FoR 
APPROPRIATION FOR CONSTRUCTION OF THE STRAWN RESFRVIOR AND PLANNING 
MONEY FOR COUNCIL GROVE AND MARION RESERVOIRS IN KANSAS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committe, my name is George A. Fox of 
Chetopa, Kans. I am president of the Neosho Cottonwood Flood Control and 
Soil Conservation Association, also on the executive board of the Mo-Ark Flood 
Control Association, 

The Neosho Cottonwood Association represents all or part of some 14 counties 
in central, eastern, and southeast Kansas. Our project covers four dams which 
were authorized in 1949. A dam at Strawn, 1 at Council Grove, 1 at Marion, and 1 
at Cedar Point, Kans., Strawn and Council Grove both being on the main stem of 
the Neosho River, Marion and Cedar Point both being on the Cottonwood River. 

Due to the 1951 flood and the enormous amount of water handled by the 
Neosho River at that time, our project was granted $250,000 of planning money 
for Strawn Dam. Then on a later recommendation of the Army engineers a 
later restudy of this project was authorized and $25,000 was appropriated in 
1956 for the restudy. Due to this restudy made by the Army engineers the 
old dam site at Strawn bypassed and a new site has been selected by the Army 
engineers and approved which is 4 miles northwest of Burlington, Kuns., and 
there is now $50,000 in the budget for planning money to be used on the new site 
of what has been known as Strawn Dam. 

I beg to advise this committee that in the 1951 flood at the Parsons check 
station on the Neosho River the cubic foot per second flow of water was almost 
as large as the flow of water on the Kaw River into the Missouri River at 
Kansas City. It is very important to the whole of southeast Kansas as well 
as central-eastern Kansas that this project be pushed and rushed to completion 
as fast as possible. 

Our country needs water both for industrial as well as municipal use and 
also for rural use. We cannot and will not have industry on a large and 
beneficial scale in our area until such time as we get a solid sound water supply 
and without industry we are developing a very critical unemployment situation 
throughout our entire area. 

It is with these facts that I as an officer of the above-mentioned organizations 
respectfully request that this committee appropriate $1 million for the balance 
of planning money and construction money for Strawn Dam and $200,000 plan- 
ning money on Council Grove and Marion Dams. 
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(The following people submitted telegrams in support of the testi- 
mony :) 


BurRLINGTON, Kans., March 17, 1956. 
GEORGE Fox, 
President, Cottonwood-Neosho Valley Water Control, 
Care of Myron George, United States Congressman, Third District, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We from Leroy, Kans., and vicinity, respectfully request that you ask for an 
appropriation from this Congress of $1 million for construction of Neosho River 
Dam, above Burlington, Kans., also $200,000 for further flood planning on the 
Cottonwood and Neosho Rivers, the need for dam and flood control is urgent. 

A. M. Farmer, Neal Graham, B. H. Rouse, Harvey Ward, Paul West, 
Wayne Allen, C. R. Witteman, M. L. Hess, 8. J. Carter, Goldie 
Volland, L. B. Hess, C. S. Colton, C. C. Lounderbach, Harold Hair, 
Gene Sutherland, L. O. Gillespie, Lewis Varvel, T. R. Mitchell, 
Ralph Snider. 


BURLINGTON, KANS., March 17, 1956. 
GEORGE Fox, 
President, Cottonwood-Neosho Valley Water Control, 
Care of Myron George, United States Congressman, Third District, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We from Leroy, Kans., and vicinity, respectfully request that you ask for an 
appropriation from this Congress of $1 million for construction of Neosho River 
Dam, above Burlington, Kans., also $200,000 for further flood planning on the 
Cottonwood and Neosho Rivers, the need for dam and flood control is urgent. 

Naomi Sims, Clara Ferguson, Willard Merrill, Marie Merrill, Dorothy 
Rodgers, James Ingwersen, Wm. Ingwersen, Agnes Ingwersen, 
Dorothea Clem, C. W. Schlichter, Ruth Schlichter, Ray Smith, 
Lois Smith, Irene Yoho, D. M. Gray. 


Topeka, Kans., March 18, 1956. 
GEORGE Fox, 
Neosho Valley Flood Control, 
Care of Myron George, Congressman, Third District of Kansas, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Having experienced three times the costly destruction of floodwaters in my 
business properties, at Burlington, I urgently plead for the initial million-dollar 
appropriaiton for the Burlington Dam which will control the Neosho River in 
flood years and provide desired water supplies in drought years. 

EDWARD 8. DICKINSON. 


Councit GROVE, KANs., March 17, 1956. 
GEoRGE Fox, 
Care of Myron George, Member of Congress, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

We, the undersigned, endorse your request to Congress for $1 million construc- 
tion money for Strawn Reservoir and the $200,000 planning money for Council 
Grove and Marion Reservoirs. 

Harry Rosser, Mayor; Walter Hembrow, City Attorney ; Councilmen 
L. A. Brown, Robert Smith, Gerald Ridenour, Monroe Moser, 
Maurice Webster; Ex-Mayors E. T. Jacobs, W. L. Young; and 
Frank Stillman, President, Railroad Employees Association. 


ELMDALE, KAns., March 19, 1956. 
GEORGE Fox, 
Care of Myron George, Member of Congress, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
We favor your request to Congress for $1 million construction funds for 
Strawn Reservoir; $200,000 for planning funds for Marion and Council Grove 


Reservoirs. 
Geo. L. DAWSON. 
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Emporia, KANS., March 17, 1956. 
GEORGE Fox, 
Care Myron George, Member of Congress, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

We the undersigned hearily support your request to Congress for $1 million 
construction money for Strawn Reservoir; $200,000 planning money for Marion 
and Council Grove Reservoirs. 

E. E. FANeEstTIL, Mayor. 
Howart E. Davis. 


Erik, Kans., March 17, 1956. 
GEORGE Fox, 
Care Hon. Myron V. George, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 
We are 100 percent for the association and its request for flood control. 
P. W. KYEz. 
Tep W. KYLE. 


BURLINGTON, KANS., March 17, 1956. 
GEORGE Fox, 
President, Cottonwood Neosho Valley, Water Control, 
Care Myron George, United States Congressman, 
Third District, Washington, D. C.: 

We respectfully request that you ask for an appropriation from this Con- 
gress of $1 million for construction of Neosho River Dam above Burlington, 
Kans., also $200,000 for further flood planning on the Cottonwood and Neosho 
Rivers. The need for dam and flood control is urgent. 

FRED BERGMAN, 
Commissioner First District, Coffey County. 


CHANUTE, KANs., March 17, 1956. 
Hon. MYRon GEORGE, 
Representative Third Congressional District, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Sir: The Water Resources Committee on the Chanute Chamber of Com- 
merce is backing the request of George Fox and Frank Hauke for appropriation 
to start Strawn Dam immediately, also their request for appropriation for the 
other three reservoirs in the headwaters of the Neosho-Cottonwood. 


GORDON BARKER, Chairman. 


StroneG City, Kans., March 16, 1956. 
GEORGE Fox, 
Care Myron George, Members of Congress, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


We the undersigned back your request to Congress for $1 million construction 
money for Strawn Reservoir; $200,000 planning money for Marion and Council 
Grove Reservoirs. 

GEORGE W. HYLE, 
Mayor. 
JACK QUINN, 
Councilman. 
KEN CLARK, 
President of Chamber of Commerce. 
Luoyp C. SMITH, 
Secretary of Chamber of Commerce. 


Salina, Kans., Varch 16, 1956. 
GEORGE Fox, 
Care of Hon. Myron George, Representative, Third Kansas District, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Hope you will make strong representation to Congressman George in support 
of million for Strawn and $200,000 for Marion and Council Grove planning money. 
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Loss of J. C. Penny’s store in Marion and numerous other business failures 
largely due to flood menace. Economic situation grows continually more critical. 
Joun H. Rippie. 


Corron woop Fats, Kans., March 19, 1956. 
GEORGE Fox, 
Care of Myron George, Member of Congress, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
I heartily endorse your request to Congress for $1 million construction money 
for Strawn Reservoir and $200,000 planning money for Marion and Council 


Grove Reservoirs. 
L. E. Croy, Mayor. 


Councit Grove, KAns., March 16, 1956. 
GEorGE Fox, 
Care of Myron George, Member of Congress, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Heartily endorse your request to Congress for $1 million construction money 
Strawn Reservoir; $200,000 planning money Marion and Council Grove 
Reservoirs. 

W. J. Coss, Mayor, Dunlap, Kans. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ED EDMONDSON 


Mr. Epmonpson. It is a real pleasure to be here. 

Unless I am mistaken, this is the third time or third occasion on 
which I have appeared before this fine subcommittee in support of 
the the Strawn Dam appropriation. 

In the last Congress you were generous enough to give us planning 
money to get the ball rolling for the dam and the purpose of our 


appearance here today is, as has already been explained to you, to 
accelerate the rate of planning and to get a start on the construction 
on this job in view of the very urgent need for flood protection in this 
river basin. 

The dam itself, of course, would be outside the district which I 
represent, but the people in my district would certainly be among the 
principal beneficiaries of the flood-control provisions of this dam and 
they are heartily in favor of it. 

Mr. Botanp. The Neosho runs into Oklahoma ? 

Mr. Epmonpson. Yes, it does; and it has inflicted in past years 
millions of dollars in damage on down in the Oklahoma portion of 
the basin. 

Mr. Georce. It becomes the Grand River in Oklahoma. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I do not think it is very often that you find the 
unanimity of support above the dam, at the dam, and below the dam, 
as you find for this particular dam and I certainly want to join my 
colleagues in urging that this committee be as generous as it can in 
providing the funds to complete the planning in this next fiscal year 
and to get a start on construction if it is at all possible. 

I understand that the request has already 083 made or placed for 
$1 million in place of the figure in the budget. If it is possible to 
enlarge the budget request for the dam to a more generous figure in 
order to make it possible to provide at an earlier date this protection 
for this valley, I know it would be greatly appreciated by hundreds 
of thousands of people in the area affected by this river. I want to 
join my colleagues in thanking the committee for your time and for 
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your consideration, both on this and on the favorable budget report 
on the Toronto Dam. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank you for appearing. 

Mr. Georcr. I have one more witness. 

Mr. Bouanp. Yes. 

Mr. Georce. Mr. Stanley Spencer, vice president of the Kansas 
State Chamber of Commerce and member of the Board of Resources 
Council. 

STATEMENT OF STANLEY SPENCER 


Mr. Spencer. Gentlemen, I am appearing on behalf of these two 
projects and I might say that the Kansas State Chamber is made up of 
some 2,800 members consisting of farmers, business, and professional 
men and women. I think it is perhaps the only statewide organiza- 
tion appearing here in support of this project. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present our support. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank you. 

Mr. Macanuson. Mr. Spencer, are you addressing yourself only to 
Strawn ? 

Mr. Spencer. Strawn and Toronto. 

Mr. Maenuson. Thank you. 

Mr. Botanp. We appreciate your appearance. 

Mr. Grorcr. We have another pec aig Mr. Lew Paramore, who 
wants to file some statements. 


STATEMENT OF LEW PARAMORE 


Mr. Paramore. I have statements from Mr. Calvert, the executive 
president of the Missouri-Arkansas Basins Flood-Control and Con- 
servation Association. 

I also have my statement as executive director of the Missouri- 
Arkansas Basins Flood-Control and Conservation Association. 

I would like to file those for the record. 

Mr. Botanp. Yes. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF LEW PARAMORE, EXECUTIVE DirECTOR, M1issouRI-ARKANSAS BASINS 
FLoop CONTROL AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, ON NEOSHO COTTONWOOD 
BASIN 


The Missouri-Arkansas Basins Flood Control and Conservation Association 
was organized shortly after the disastrous 1951 flood, and its membership con- 
sists of 17 local flood-control associations located in the Missouri and Arkansas 
River Basins in Kansas, Missouri, and lowa. These local associations have 
a total membership in excess of 10,000. This organization has, since it was 
organized, consistently worked for any of those projects which would make a 
contribution toward preventing the recurrence of a similar devastating flood. 

The Neosho Cottonwood Basin is located in the southeastern portion of Kansas 
and is an area where there is very little ground water available. This means 
that the area is almost 100 percent dependent upon surface water. 

The Army Corps of Engineers’ plan for this basin which was authorized in 
1950, consists of four reservoirs, namely, Council Grove, Marion, Strawn, and 
Cedar Point. 

We want to go on record as urging this committee to give serious consideration 
to appropriations for the orderly planning and construction of these very im- 
portant projects. 

We have a large number of members in this area who are very much interested 
in the construction of these projects. They are valuable not only for flood pro- 
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tection, but for conserving water to be used in drought years by municipalities and 
for agricultural and industrial purposes. 
To summarize: 
The four dams and reservoirs were authorized by the 1950 Flood Control Act. 
The combined anticipated average annual benefits of the four-reservoir system 
is $3,724,000. 
Council Grove Dam and Reservoir 


Location: On the Neosho River 214 miles northwest of Council Grove, Kans. 
Total estimated cost: $11,935,000. 
Capacity : 60,000 acre-feet. 


Marion Dam and Reservoir 


Location: On the Cottonwood River 3 miles northwest of Marion. 
Total estimated cost : $7,755,000. 
Capacity : 60,000 acre-feet. 


Strawn Dam and Reservoir 


Location: On the Neosho River 8 miles northwest of Burlington. 
Total estimated cost: $42,010,000. 
Capacity, 320,600 acre-feet. 


Cedar Point Dam and Reservoir 


Location: Six miles east of Florence. 
Total estimated cost: $6,385,000. 
Capacity : 36,200 acre-feet. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM G. CALVERT, PRESIDENT, MISSOURI-ARKANSAS BASINS 
FiLoop CoNTROL 


IT am William G. Calvert, of Lexington, Mo., a farmer, and president of Mo- 
Ark—Missouri-Arkansas Basins Flood-Control and Conservation Association. 
Mo-Ark represents local groups in the Missouri River and Arkansas River Basins 
and their tributaries who are affected by floods and who are concerned with 
conservation of soil and water resources. 

Mo-Ark strongly urges the orderly and prompt completion of the Pick-Sloan 
plan of flood control with continued funds for Oahe Dam and the other upstream 
dams now under construction; with early completion of Tuttle Creek Dam and 
the Kansas River program; with accelerated appropriations for channel stabiliza- 
tion and agricultural levees on the Missouri River. The board of directors au- 
thorize me to specifically request: 

Funds for planning for Strawn, Council Grove, Marion Reservoirs. These are 


key structures in the overall flood-control and water-conservation planning in 
the Arkansas River Basin. 


Strawn Reservorr, Councin GRrovE AND MARTON RESERVOTRS 


WITNESSES 


HON. EDWARD H. REES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF KANSAS 
FRANK HAUCKE, COUNCIL GROVE, KANS. 


Mr. Botanp. Mr. Rees will introduce his constituents. 

Mr. Rees. Mr. Chairman, yesterday I explained this question as it 
relates to these projects including the Strawn Dam first and the other 
proposed reservoirs. They are controversial matters in the Fourth 
Congressional Distret that I represent. As I suggested to you yester- 
day, it has been my policy where projects are controversial, and where 
witnesses are here to testify, to present them and have them to present 
their views direct to the committee. 

For the benefit of the members here, I think it has been explained 
that the proposed Strawn Dam is in the district I represent. It was 
planned to be located about 12 or 14 miles above the town of Burling- 
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ton, Kans. Now I am informed the engineers have decided to locate 
the proposed reservoir about 10 miles south of the present site, which 
puts it about 2 or 3 miles, I believe, above Burlington. 

A short distance below Burlington the stream flows into the con- 
gressional district represented by Mr. George. I mention that so 
you will know the position I have in this situation. 

We have with us Mr. Haucke. We call him Chief Haucke in our 
area. He is a former commander in the American Legion and is a 
landowner in the area affected by the proposal under consideration 
here. He and Mrs. Haucke have a active in the affairs of the com- 
munity where they live. They are highly respected citizens. 

Mr. Haucke takes an opposite view to some of those who testified 
yesterday with reference to this matter. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank you. The committee recognizes your position. 

We will be delighted to hear Mr. Haucke. Did you have a state- 
ment you would like to file with the committee / 

Mr. Haucxe. Yes. 

Mr. Boxtanp. All right, it will be filed. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Frank Haucke, a 
farmer and stockman of Council Grove, Kans. I am chairman of the Kansas 
Soil-Water Conservation Committee, also vice president Neosho-Cottonwood 
Flood Control and Soil Conservation Association, and on the advisory commit- 
tee, Mo-Ark Basin Flood Control Association. 

All my life I have farmed in this Neosho Valley, and have witnessed many 
floods and droughts in this valley. 

The Neosho-Cottonwood Rivers and their numerous tributaries head in the 
Flint Hill region of east-central Kansas. This Flint Hill or Blue Stem grazing 
region is a rather rolling area with many steep slopes causing a very rapid 
runoff. This fast-moving water soon reaches the Neosho-Cottonwood Rivers 
and a destructible flood is upon us. 

From these floods many people have drowned, great numbers of livestock 
lost, homes destroyed, crops washed away, railroads, bridges, highways de- 
stroyed, and our valuable topsoil swept away. 

We have reached the place in this Neosho-Cottonwood Valley where it is 
becoming very hard to carry out a proper crop rotation system. One does 
not expose the tillable land by planting it to some row crop, for fear a flood 
may came and wash away the fertile topsoil. 

To make the best use of the grazing land, the valley must produce the grain 
and the feed to complete the farming program. 

As we go to the other extreme I have seen these rivers cease running and 
only stagnant pools left, unfit to be used by man or beast. These low stages 
cause a very severe condition when we find so many towns that dump their 
disposal into these streams. 

As we go from one extreme to the other, the only plausable solution to this 
problem is the plan as developed by the Army engineers, a series of dams to 
hold back the floodwaters and then use some of this water during dry periods. 

Coupled with the Army engineers’ plan the soil-conservation plan has my 
approval. I practice it on the slope land; build ponds, terraces, diversion 
ditches, and seed the slopes to permanent grasses. Both programs are necessary. 

For its size the Neosho-Cottonwood River has the reputation of being the 
most destructive river in Kansas. During the 1951 flood almost as much water 
passed the Parsons gaging station as passed from the Kansas River into the 
Missouri River at Kansas City. 

I hope you gentlemen may give us adequate construction money for Strawn 
and planning money for Council Grove and Marion Reservoirs. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK HAUCKE 


Mr. Havcxr. Members of the committee, it is indeed a pleasure to 
come before you. My name is Frank Haucke of Council Grove, Kans. 
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I am a farmer and a stockman. I am very much interested in all 
water in Kansas. I always felt that if Kansas is going to step forward 
it is going to have to develop water. 

As chairman of the soil and water conservation committee, I intro- 
duced in the highest section of the legislature, and we got passed, the 
Water Resources Act, which is now starting to function and we got 
through with a legislative resolution endorsing the reservoirs which 
appeared last year. 

I am vice president of the Neosho-Cottonwood Flood Control and 
Soil Conservation Association and advisory committee, Mo-Ark Basin 
Flood Control Association. 

I lived in Neosho Valley all my life. In fact, I learned to swim 
in the Neosho River. 

We have an odd situation topographically. Those two streams head 
in what we call the Flint Hills of Kansas. That is the great grazing 
area of Kansas. There are the rolling areas with many deep, steep 
slopes causing a very rapid runoff. The rain that comes often causes 
water to come down ina hurry and go into the mainstem of the Neosho- 

Yottonwood, and a tremendous flood then comes upon us. 

T am going to speak purely from an agricultural standpoint. 

There are very many men in that valley that are in the farming and 
livestock business and it will become very difficult to carry on a proper 
crop rotation system when this Neosho gets out of hand. It spreads 
out from bluff to bluff and your row crops or your open ground, your 
wonderful topsoil will all disappear. It takes years then to try to 
bring it back by alfalfa or other methods. 

So it is impossible almost for us to raise row crops and we have to 
turn to small grains and, of course, that breaks up your rotation 
system. 

Our high ground, as I said, is grazing, and to properly carry out a 
program, you must raise grain and feed. 

So we are handicapped from that point of view. 

Also, as we turn to the other extreme, in 1951 we had the “grand- 
daddy” of all the flood in Neosho. Just a year afterward I saw that 
same stream barely running. There were stagnant pools and the 
cities along that valley were dumping their disposal and the waters 
were unfit for human consumption and for animals. 

We practice soil conservation on our land. In fact, we hope before 
I pass on to get it all terraced, adequate ponds, terraces, diversion 
ditches, and seed the slopes to permanent grasses. 

I have always been for the flood-control programs. One is in com- 
petition with the other. I know both of these things are necessary and 
if that valley is going to continue to prosper from an agricultural 
standpoint, we should have adequate dams which the Corps of Engi- 
neers have recommended to take care of too much water and then 
during the dry times should have water to furnish to municipalities, 
farmers along the valley. 

I don’t want to take up any more of your time to go into more detail 
on that, but this river has the reputation of being the most disastrous 
stream in Kansas. 

During the 1951 flood almost as much water passed the Parsons 
gaging station as that that passed from the Kansas River into the 
Missouri River at Kansas City, which might sound fallacious, but it is 
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true; so we have an odd situation there in that watershed and if some- 
thing isn’t done in the near future, those beautiful farms as they are 
now will be gutted by these floods going out on both sides of the main 
channel, cutting out holes and ditches and causing brush and under- 
brush to grow up in its place and I hope you gentlemen can see fit 
to give adequate construction money for Strawn and planning money 
for Council Grove and Marion Reservoirs and to give this thing a 
start. 

I have been on the committee for 27 years. We have been working. 
I realize that it is a slow process. United States is big and you have 
other projects also, but I hope you can see fit to give consideration to 
Strawn for a substantial amount of money for construction and also 
planning money for Council Grove and the Marion Reservoir. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Bouanp. Thank you. We appreciate your very fine expla- 
nation. 


STATE OF WASHINGTON Provects 


WITNESS 


HON. WALT HORAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Botann. We are delighted to have our distinguished colleague, 
Walt Horan, and we will be glad to hear any statement that you may 
have. 

Mr. Horan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It isa pleasure to be here. 
I just want to call your attention to some items in the budget and to 
- that isn’t although I am anxious to bring it to your attention 
also. 

Under “Construction and rehabilitation” the Columbia Basin proj- 
ect has funds in the budget of $13,850,000 for fiscal year 1957. That 
will be used principally for the advancement of construction facilities 
to provide water for 47,000 additional acres of new lands in the lower 
basin. An estimated $75,000 of the above amount would be spent in 
district 5 for the construction of an eflluent sewage treatment plant 
in the town of Coulee Dam. 

In the Chief Joseph Dam reclamation project, Foster Creek 
division, funds are requested in the amount of $1,500,000 and that 
would be used to complete work on the Bridgeport Bar unit, which 
will provide full irrigation and supplementary water, both full irri- 
gation and supplemental water, and for advancing work on the 
Brewster Flat unit to provide initial irrigation facilities during the 

ear. 
. I understand the Brewster Flat benefit-to-cost ratio is 5.41 to 1 
and the Bridgeport Bar unit cost-benelit ratio is 3 to 1, both of them 
very good. 

On the Okanogan project rehabilitation and betterment, which is 
one of the oldest reclamation projects in the United States, funds in 
the amount of $15,000 during fiscal year 1957 would be used to com- 
plete the rehabilitation of this whole project. The remaining work 
which would be performed includes the installation of two guard gates 
in the upstream chamber of the outlet tower of Conconnully Dam. 
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I might add that during the flood of 1948, just the presence of 
that dam was quite a help to the people up in that country and it 
kept them from being more disastrously flooded. You have the same 
problem in New England, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Botanp. Right. 

Mr. Horan. On “Operation and maintenance, Columbia Basin proj- 
ect,” funds in the amount of $3,997,000 are requested for the entire 
project to cover the operation and maintenance of all major project 
operating facilities. It is estimated that $1,527,500 of the above 
amount would be used in district 5 to operate Grand Coulee Dam and 
Reservoir, and to maintain the powerplant, the guide and tourist 
facilities, and the townsite. 

Now, on the matter of “General investigations for the Bureau of 
Reclamation,” the President’s budget includes a request for $5,680,000 
to continue the general investigations activity in fiscal year 1957. In- 
cluded in this program are three investigations located wholly or 
partly within my congressional district. 

On the Chief Joseph Dam project, funds in the amount of $96.900 
would provide for studies ont investigations on the Chelan division, 
which would be a rehabilitation program, the Okanogan-Similkameen 
division, and the Alameda unit of the Shoreline pumping division. 
Phe study on the Okanogan-Similkameen division is scheduled for 
completion during the year. Studies will include land classification, 
hydrology, economic studies, field surveys, and collection of other data 
necessary for preparation of reports on feasibility of the separate divi- 
sions of the project. The entire project involves furnishing roughly 
24,450 irrigated acres with supplemental water, and a full water sup- 
ply to 20,550 acres of drylands. 

In the Spokane River Basin, and this is partly, at least another 
rehabilitation program, requested funds in the amount of $17,000 for 
fiscal year 1957 will provide for a reconnaissance investigation of po- 
tential irrigation development of 25,000 acres in the drainage area of 
the Little Spokane River, which are in addition to lands already cov- 
ered in the Spokane Valley project and the Rathdrum Prairie proj- 
ect in Idaho. A reconnaissance report based on data obtained during 
the fiscal year will be prepared. No comprehensive study of the en- 
tire drainage area has ae made to date. 

In the Columbia River Basin, of the total funds requested for fiscal 
year 1957 in the amount of $96,000, $46,000 is requested for continua- 
tion of operating studies in the entire basin to obtain maximum power 
and flood-control benefits from existing reclamation and Army dams. 
The remaining $50,000 would be used for review of the Army 308 re- 

ort as part of a cooperative effort with the Corps of Engineers to 
eine this report up to date. The revised report is scheduled for 
completion by the Corps of Engineers during fiscal year 1957. 

Now, on the Army engineers, I would just like to call your atten- 
tion to the fact that they have reduced the total amount asked for for 
Chief Joseph Dam by $8 million due to the Westinghouse work stop- 
pages and I believe that the total cost. of Chief Joseph Dam, when we 
are finished, it will be around $20 million under the estimates. 

But I do hope that the committee will allow the full amount that 
is now requested in the budget. 

Then on the examinations and surveys for the Army engineers, | 
am particularly anxious that what is requested for fiscal year 1957 for 
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the Columbia River and tributaries by the Army engineers of $250,000 
be allowed, because we have not completed studies on the Columbia 
River at certain points and we need that to complete the Army 308 
report. 

Now, on the matter of Bonneville, I would like to file this statement 
for the record, and I hope you will allow the whole amount of $18,- 
700,000 for the construction and $7,400,000 for operation and main- 
tenance. 

I will file this for the record. 

Mr. Boranp. <All right. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 

The Bonneville Power Administration requests appropriations of $18,700,000 
for the construction program and $7,400,000 for operation and maintenance 
activities. 

The construction program calls for the completion or continuation of con- 
struction of transmission facilities now underway and a relatively small amount 
of new construction of facilities required to carry to load centers the power 
production of the new Federal powerplants which are scheduled to be in operation 
by 1960. 

The major electrical facilities which need be brought to completion will carry 
the 1 million plus kilowatts of Chief Joseph power to the Puget Sound area: 
will interconnect The Dalles powerplant with the main grid, making available 
another 1 million plus kilowatts of power; and will reinforce existing facilities 
in the growing load centers in the Seattle, The Dalles, Portland, Coos Bay, Pasco, 
LaGrande, Wenatchee, and Spokane areas. 

The construction budget includes some $3,446,000 for facilities in the Fifth 
District of Washington, which I have the honor to represent. Of special im- 
portance in this area is the proposed new Nilles Corner substation (item 240) for 
service to a new load center of the Douglas County Public Utility District: and 
a second transformer at the Four Lakes substation to meet the increased needs 
of the Inland Power & Light Co. (an REA co-op) and the city of Cheney light 
department. 

For the operation and maintenance appropriation I urge full allowance of 
the $7,400,000 request. BPA is the major wholesaler of power in the region, 
supplying approximately 62 percent of the power generated in the region. Since 
the distributing utilities and the large industrial plants are dependent on BPA 
for power to such high degree, it is most important that adequate provision be 
made to assure reliable and continuous service. 


Mr. Horan. I have one other item I would like to call to your atten- 
tion. I would like to show you what the contractors themselves have 
done at Chief Joseph Dam. [Displays picture of lighted spillway at 
Chief Joseph Dam]. We like it and we think it adds attractiveness 
to these great structures, and at night it is quite a sight to see this 
waterfall lighted, as you can see in these pictures. This is Grand 
Coulee Dam and it has some neon lighting at the top there where the 
bridge railings are, but the waterfall itself it not lighted. They have 
hundreds of thousands of visitors every year and they feel that a lot 
of people stay there just to see it lit up at night, and probably more 
would visit the powerhouse for which I understand they charge 30 
cents. I guess that is because it takes up the time of our tourist serv- 
ice there, s so it is somewhat self-sustaining. They are very anxious 
that the item of $75,000, which would probably more than pay for 
this, be allowed by the committee. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


IN SUPPORT OF FLOODLIGHTING GRAND COULEE DAM SPILLWAY 


The Columbia River is unique among the rivers of the United States. In 
addition to being the second largest river in the Nation, it has a sustained flow 
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over the incomparable 350-foot high spillway for nearly all, and sometimes for 
all, of the tourist season. It does not, like most streams, reach its peak flow in 
the spring and drop off to low flows during the summer. This is because the 
Columbia heads in the snow and icefields of the northern Rocky Mountains and 
flows through heavily forested slopes and many lakes—all of which bring about 
the high flows through all of the summer months. 

The 1,650-foot wide, 350-foot high spillway section of Grand Coulee Dam is 
unsurpassed anywhere in the world. It is more than twice the height of the 
famous Niagara Falls. The waters of the Columbia plunge over this manmade 
precipice at a depth of 25 feet or more at times. The water is a foaming sheet 
of white water all the way down the inclined face of Grand Coulee Dam, and 
shoots skyward in a frenzy of foam and spray as it hits the curved toe (bucket 
foot) of the dam. By day, the sun on the spray creates an ever-present rainbow 
above the white water of the river below the dam. It is an impressive and 
unparalleled sight. The floodlighting of this gigantic waterfall was not done dur- 
ing construction, consequently at night all of this is lost in the gloom of the dark 
canyon walls and the black sky overhead. The lighting requested herein can 
correct this. 

The white water on the spillway and the foam and spray at the foot of the 
dam can be lighted up to give a different, and in some ways superior, effect. 
The ethereal effect of soft (as compared to the sun), artificial lighting is breath- 
taking. It is a sight which tourists and oldtimers alike will travel many miles 
to see. As man’s greatest structure it is worthy of the expense of lighting. 
Lighting of this great waterfall will bring unforgettable impressions and memo- 
ries to the hundreds of thousands of visitors who come to see Grand Coulee Dam 
each year. 

The cost of lighting the spillway will amount to not more than $75,000. We 
have investigated the cost carefully with competent firms and we are confident 
that these estimates of cost can be thoroughly relied upon. Therefore, we are 
asking the Congress to make the funds available on a nonreimbursable basis to 
the Bureau of Reclamation so that lighting can be achieved on this structure 
so worthy of such night illumination and for the many benefits which would 
result. However, we feel certain that the added visitors who would take the 
powerhouse tour would bring back to the Government the total cost of the light- 
ing system. 

We believe that the Bureau of Reclamation would find that many of the 
usually hurrying tourists would stay over to see the lighted spillway and, having 
time on their hands, would take the powerhouse tour where they do not now do so. 
This would net 30 cents per person. A small increase of 8 to 9 percent of visitors 
would return this money to the Treasury in 20 to 25 years. 


Mr. Botanp. You may leave the folders with us. 
Thank you very much. We appreciate your presence and your 
testimony. 
Ice Harsor Dam 


WITNESS 


ROLLIN BOWLES, OREGON IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, 
INC. 


Mr. Boranp. Mr. Bowles, you are from the State of Oregon with 
the Isaak Walton League and are appearing here on behalf of the 
item for Ice Harbor, is that right? 

Mr. Bow tes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maanuson. I assume you are in opposition to the item ? 

Mr. Bowtrs. I am going to relieve the committee of any apprehen- 
sion on that fact and ask you not to appropriate any money for Ice 
Harbor Dam. 

I have the original statement that will supplement what I have to 
say here. 

I not only speak in behalf of the Oregon Division of the Isaak Wal- 
ton League of America, Inc., but speak for its national organization 
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as well in this particular matter and the Wildlife Federation of 
Oregon and the Washington State Export Council. 

We have always opposed any construction at Ice Harbor Dam 
primarily because of the fact that since the construction of Grand 
Coulee Dam, the Snake River has propagated in excess of half of the 
Chinook and steelhead runs using the Columbia River system above 
Bonneville Dam. 

At present the Columbia River system has not over 30 percent of 
the original spawning grounds available to the salmon resources and 
these are of tremendous economic importance to the State of Oregon. 
They are likewise as equally important to the economy of the State of 
Washington and they affect, in some degree, the economy of British 
Columbia and California, since those fish are taken at sea and exper- 
iments have been conducted by marking which indicate that salmon 
that are propagated in the Columbia River system are taken as far 
north as the icy straits in Alaska and as far south as Monterey Bay 
in California and that is the great area where the Chinook salmon 
especially are taken into the commercial fisheries. They are fished 
up also at Bonneville Dam in the Columbia River as well and the 
Indians, of course, are fishing them very heavily just above The 
Dalles. That area will be flooded from fishing this particular fall. 

The Columbia River system has only recently come to realize its 
recreational potential from the salmon resources. This is particu- 
larly true of the steelhead resources which are using the upper river 
system. 

The steelhead is not a fish that is taken at sea. All of the fish of 
the steelhead species that are taken are taken in the fresh water period 
of their existence. They are the backbone of our entire rainbow trout 
fisheries all over the Northwest. They present a stout issue as well 
as the salmon itself. 

Any significant loss in the salmon resources of this area would bring 
doom to an industry of considerable importance in Oregon and Wash- 
ington and at the same time eliminate a recreation resource of rapidly 
expanding importance throughout the region, because if Ice Harbor is 
constructed, we are going to have other free dams in that area because 
the primary purpose of this dam is to provide slack water navigation 
and in order to provide that navigation to Lewiston, Idaho, three more 
dams must go in. 

The power potential of this particular project is only approximately 
117,000 kilowatts, which is minuscule in the overall picture and the 
other three proposed structures are of similar height and of similar 
power potential, run of the river plants. 

Experiments that have been conducted at Bonneville in particular 
show that 15 percent of the downstream migrants that go over the 
spillway are lost at that dam. It has a head of only 62 feet. The 
loss of downstream migrants going through the turbines is probably 
greater. That has been the experience at other plants. 

The next dam in the chain on the main stem of the Columbia is 
The Dalles. It has a lift of aproximately 90 feet. The McNary is 
already in operation. It, too, has a head of 90 or 92 feet. John Day 
acuaieedls will be constructed, which is between The Dalles and 
Bonneville or rather The Dalles and McNary and that will have a 
head of approximately 90 feet. 

75294—56—pt. 116 
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That will mean there will be four structures in the main stem of 
the Columbia prior to the Snake River system that these fish will 
have to negotiate. 

Now, if we put four more in that are still yet higher in the Snake 
River system we are going to wipe out the Snake River runs beyond 
any doubt because they will have eight structures then to pass both 
upstream and downstream in order to get to the spawning grounds and 
the small fish back to the sea. 

We suffer a loss of upstream migrants also. 

Nothing has yet been devised by the fishing agencies, the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the State agencies of Idaho, Oregon, and Washing- 
ton, who have all worked on these problems and very seriously, and I 
personally have worked alongside of them as an interested individual, 
a private citizen, in excess of 20 years now. 

My first appearance in the salmon fishery program actually came 
when I happened in 1936 to draft the treaty between the United States 
and Canada that covered the iced salmon on the Frazer River and I 
have been continuously involved with it just as an avocation since that 
time. 

They have not yet found a successful way of passing these fish up- 
stream without delaying them and delay can be critical to these fish 
that do not feed in fresh water because they are living off stored fat 
which has been stored during the ocean period of their existence and 
naturally if they do not reach their spawning grounds at the time they 
are supposed to, probably they never will spawn and will die before 
the spawning process can take place. 

If you would consider that there would be a matter of only 2 days’ 
delay at each of the structures, and I think that is an extraordinarily 
conservative estimate, we would kave a delay of 16 days if we had 
all of these 8 structures: and at least 10 days if you had 5; and not 
less than 8 if Ice Harbor goes in with the dams under construction in 
the Columbia as well. 

On top of that many of the fish are lost in each structure and we see 
them floating in the river, having been killed by this tremendous spill 
and the terrible turbuience that results therefrom. That is the mature 
fish. 

Now, the Congress of the United States has provided in excess now 
of $12 million to rehabilitate the lower Columbia River in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Corps of Engineers, United States 
Army, and our 308 report. 

It would seem a shame that appropriations would be made for a 
structure that will add to the already depleted condition of the situa- 
tion in the Columbia River system, particularly when that dam is not 
needed either for power or transportation. 

Lewiston, Idaho, and the immediate area, is supplied with a network 
of good highways. It has rail transportation available to it. There 
are airlines and gas lines coming from the Southwestern United States 
to provide relatively cheap fuel sources. There will be completed 
from the San Juan Basin this year, as far north as Portland, and 
through that area, a natural gas line from the San Juan Basin. It will 
supply Lewiston as well as many other places. 

Frankly, we cannot see why a substantial sum of money should be 
added or appropriated to add to the destruction of this tremendous 
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fishery, particularly when the structure is not needed for power or 
transportation. 

I thank you, gentlemen, for your courtesy. 

Mr. Bovanp. We thank you and appreciate your testimony. 

Your statement will be filed. 

(Statement of Mr. Bowles is as follows:) 


Gentlemen of the committee, the Oregon division of the Izaak Walton League 
of America, Inc., has always opposed the construction of Ice Harbor Dam on 
the Snake River and wishes now to reassert that opposition because of the 
disastrous effect it would have upon the runs of Chinook salmon and steelhead 
of the Columbia River system. 

Since the construction of Grand Coulee Dam the Snake River runs have been 
responsible for more than half the salmon resources using the Columbia River 
above Bonneville Dam. Any significant loss in the salmon resources of this 
area would bring doom to an industry of considerable importance in Oregon 
and Washington and at the same time eliminate a recreation resource of rapidly 
expanding importance throughout the region. 

Primarily, Ice Harbor Dam is being constructed to provide slack-water navi- 
gation from the head of the pool formed by McNary Dam on up the Snake River. 
The power production is relatively small (117,000 kw.). If slack-water navi- 
gation is to be provided to Lewiston, Idaho, three more dams, Lower Granite, 
Little Goose, and Lower Monumental, must be built. All will be approximately 
100 feet in height, each adding to the losses sustained by the fish at Bonneville, 
The Dalles (now under construction), and at McNary. The John Day Dam 
undoubtedly will be built, adding a fourth barrier in the main stem of the 
Columbia before the fish reach the Snake River. If four more barriers which 
will be higher than the ones mentioned on the Columbia are erected in the 
Snake River, salmon and steelhead runs will soon be a thing of the past. 

Investigations conducted by various fishery agencies have conclusively shown 
that considerable losses of mature fish are sustained at every dam due to bat- 
tering by turbulent waters before they find the fishways. Other losses are 
sustained as the fish are delayed from reaching their spawning grounds at 
the proper time and still others die of sheer exhaustion before becoming ready 
to spawn. 

The young of those adults which are able to spawn successfully then must 
negotiate the series of barriers on their way to the sea. Experiments conducted 
by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior at 
Bonneville, show a loss of 15 percent of the downstream migrants going over the 
spillways. Equally as great a loss is suffered by those going through the tur- 
bines and Bonneville has the least head or drop of any of the series of dams 
(62 feet). 

Slack-water navigation is not a vital necessity to the area for it is served 
by a network of good highways and ample rail facilities. Oil and natural-gas 
lines come from the southwestern United States into the area to provide fuel 
and oil at low cost. From the standpoint of power the project is not feasible 
even though the power could find a market. 

The fishery resource that will be destroyed by a dam or rather a series of 
dams that are not needed is of far more value to the Northwest and we are 
not asking any fabulous sum to be appropriated to protect it but we do ask 
this committee not to appropriate a truly fabulous sum to destroy it. 


Cooper Dam AND RESERVOIR 


WITNESS 


HON. WRIGHT PATMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Botanp. The next witness is Congressman Wright Patman, of 
Texas. 

We will be delighted to hear from you. It is always a pleasure 
to have you before our committee. 
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Mr. Parman. Thank you very much, and I appreciate this oppor- 
tunity. I will be very brief. 

A year ago I was told not to say anything about the Cooper Dam 
and Reservoir because we did not have any authorization, but since 
that time we have an authorization, and should I ask to put this in 
the record or just refer to it ? 

There is no money provided in the budget for it. 

Mr. Botanp. We will insert the public law in the record. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


[Pusiic Law 218—841TH ConGrEss] 


[CHAPTER 501—1stT SEssIon ] 


{H. R. 4362] 


AN ACT To amend the Act entitled “An Act authorizing the construction, repair, and 
preservation. of certain public works on rivers and harbors for navigation, flood control, 
and for other purposes,” approved September 3, 1954 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 203, title 11, of Public Law 780, 
Eighty-third Congress, be amended by adding thereto the subtitle, 


“RED RIVER BASIN” 


and the following wording under that subtitle: 

“That the existing flood-control project for Red River below Denison Dam 
be modified to provide for improvements substantially in accordance with the 
construction plans recommended in the report of the Chief on Engineers in 
House Document Numbered 488, Eighty-third Congress: Provided, That local 
interests shall contribute toward the costs of construction, maintenance, and 
operation of Cooper Reservoir the amounts allocated to water supply; and shall, 
with respect to other features of the modified project, give assurances satisfac- 
tory to the Secretary of the Army that they will— 

“(a) provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way, and make alterations and relocations of highways and related 
facilities, and utilities except railroads, necessary for the construction ; 

“(b) hold and save the United States free from damages due to the con- 
struction; and 

“(c) maintain and operate all works after completion, and preserve channel 
eapacities by preventing encroachment, in accordance with regulations pre- 
scribed by the Secretary of the Army.” 

Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Approved August 3, 1955. 


Mr. Patrman. We are asking $75,000 for the study and survey on 
Cooper Dam and Reservoir. It is not in the budget but I sure would 
like to see it in there. 

Now, there are some things about the budget that I approve. One 
is the Texarkana Dam which is $1,226,000. That is all right. That 
is enough. 

Then we have this figure for the Ferrell Bridge and Reservoir, 
$4,300,000. That isenough, too. That is all right. 

ag we have Caddo Lake, study of that, $35,000. That is all 
right. 

‘But this Cooper Dam and Reservoir would be all right if we could 
get $75,000 in there. 

The McKinney Bayou-Borkman Creek project is in there, too, and 
we would like to have $25,000 for a study of it and with that $100,000, 
you would make the people down in the Southwest that I represent 
very happy and it would be a great public service. I know you gentle- 
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men have problems and I do not want to ask too much of you but | 
just hope you can see your way clear in the interest of not only our 
section of the country but in the national interest of water conserva- 
tion, water use, and flood control in particular. I just hope you can 
see your way clear to recommend it and tomorrow when we will have 
some other people up here on some other projects, I hope to have the 
pleasure of presenting them to you gentlemen at that time, but I will 
not take any more of your time now. 

Mr. Botanpb. We will look forward to hearing you again. 

Mr. Parman. Thank you. 


McGee Benp Dam Aanp Sapine-Necues WATERWAY 


WITNESSES 


HON. JACK BROOKS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF TEXAS 

HON. JOHN DOWDY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF TEXAS 

E. W. EASTERLING, LOWER NECHES VALLEY AUTHORITY 

D. G. BUTTS, PRESIDENT, McGEE BEND DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIA- 
TION 

H. F. NEWNAM, LOCKWOOD, ANDREWS & NEWNAM, CONSULTING 
ENGINEERS, HOUSTON, TEX. 

RALPH W. KITTLE, ATTORNEY, NEW YORK CITY 

MUNGER T. BALL, CHAIRMAN, PORT ARTHUR CHAMBER OF COM- 
MERCE WATERWAYS COMMITTEE 


Mr. Botanp. I note that we have with us two of our distinguished 
colleagues in the House, Congressmen Jack Brooks and John Dowdy, 
both from Texas, and it is always nice to have them appear before our 
committee. They are very persuasive and very estimable gentlemen. 
This, apparently, is Texas bie here. We have had more Texans up 
here than we have residents in Massachusetts but we are always glad 
to see them and are delighted to have you with us. Mr. Brooks we 
would be delighted to have you make your presentation. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JACK BROOKS 


Mr. Brooxs. Thank you very much, Mr. Boland. It is a pleasure 
to be down here and we will try to expedite this. 

I know you are faced with a terrific amount of work. 

At this time I would like to give you a brief summary of this matter 
that is before you today. 

The Neches-Angelina Dam project was originally authorized in 
1945. The project had two integral parts, one is McGee Bend and the 
other is Dam B, which is a public structure. Public hearings were 
held in Jasper, Tex., in the district 10 miles from the major dam site 
November 12, 1946. 

Since 1949 we have had planning money appropriated and they have 
spent almost $1 million in drawing up the detailed plans and specifica- 
tions. 

That survey and planning contemplates all of the benefits, disad- 
vantages, and advantages of the proposed project, and this very sub- 
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committee and this full committee last year approved the first con- 
struction money for the building of McGee Bend Dam, being in the 
amount of $1,500,000, which was approved by the House Appropria- 
tions Committee, remaining in on the floor and subsequently passed 
by the Senate. 

The budget recommendation for this year is for $4 million for the 
orderly continuation of their construction work and at this time I 
would like first to introduce the people who are here, then introduce 
our distinguished colleague, Mr. Dowdy, who will make a statemeni, 
and finally introduce several members of the delegation who will 
speak, 

The people who are here are Mr. Milton T. Potts of Livingston, 
Tex., manager of the Sam Houston Electric Cooperative, serving 
Polk, Hardin, Tyler, Angelina, Liberty, San Jacinto, Montgomery, 
and Trinity Counties. 

Next is Mr. W. F. Weed, Beaumont, Tex., president of the 
Lower Neches Valley Authority; chairman of the board of the First 
Methodist Church; director of United Appeals; director of Beaumont 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Next is Mr. W. A. Venisatt, mayor from Vinton La., and a director 
of Tex-La Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Next is Mr. D. N. Beasley, San Augustine, Tex., manager, Deep 
East Texas Electric Cooperative for 18 years; president of Tex-La 
Electric Cooperative. He is also on the Sabine River Authority. 

Next is Mr, Lyle Vickers of Port Arthur, Tex., executive vice presi- 
dent and general manager of the Port Arthur Chamber of Commerce. 

Next is Mr. Troy L. Mitchell, Kirbyville, manager of the Jasper- 
Newton Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Next is Mr. Howard J. Hicks, of Beaumont, Tex., executive vice 
president and general manager of the Beaumont Chamber of Com- 
merce. 

Next is Mr. A. P. Wood from Natchitoches, La., manager of the 
Valley Electric Cooperative and Tex-La Electric Cooperative. 

Next is Mr. R. E. Holladay, Jr. of Winnsboro, La.; manager of the 
Northeast Louisiana Electric Cooperative and director and secretary- 
treasurer of Tex-La Electric Cooperative. 

Next is Mr. V. J. Gajan, Lafayette, La., manager of the Southwest- 
ern Louisiana Electric Cooperative and director of Tex-La Electric 
Cooperative. 

Next is Mr. J. H. Hartzog, of Beaumont, Tex.; general manager 
of the port of Beaumont, and secretary-treasurer of the Beaumont 
Port District. 

Next is Mr. Munger T. Ball of Port Arthur, Tex., chairman for 
over 20 years of the Port Arthur Chamber of Commerce Waterways 
Committee. He is associated with many other related waterways and 
civic activities. 

Next is Mr. Byron Tinsley, of Orange, Tex., legal counsel for the 
Sabine River Authority; he is also on the water committee of the 
Orange Chamber of Commerce. 

I will introduce two others later, but now I would like to present 
our colleague, Mr. John Dowdy, from the neighboring district in 
Texas, whose people are equally interested in this project. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN DOWDY 


Mr. Dowpy. Thank you. I will take very little time because I know 
you are rushed. 

A great number of people i in my district and particularly in Nacog- 
doches County and Polk County are interested in the continuation of 
the construction of this dam at McGee Bend and I join them in their 
interest in that. I think it is a wonderful thing. 

Mainly I want to place in the record a resolution passed by Nacog- 
doches County Chamber of Commerce in Nacogdoches on March 17, 
1956. It is signed by the president of the chamber of commerce, Mr. 
Thomas W. Baker. Mr. Baker is president of the Commerce Na- 
tional Bank in Nacogdoches and past president of the East Texas 
Chamber of Commerce, an organization representing a great portion 
of Texas. 

I have also received a telegram from Frank Hathcock, V. A. Stewart, 
and Bieto Beseler, members of the City Commission of Nacogdoc hes, 
Tex., urging the approval of this $4 million appropriation ‘for Me- 
Gee Bend Dam. 

I have received another telegram endorsing and urging the con- 
tinuation of this project from Nacogdoc hes, Tex., signed by 40 prom- 
inent business people in Nacogdoches, Tex. whose names follow : 

Charles F. Mooney, C. C. Bane, Howard Kirkwood, Cooper J. Vierce, 
Ernest V. Costlow, A. W. Kellum, H. D. Shoup, F. S. Rook, Paul Whitten, 
Dewey D. Ross, W. O. Driver, J. T. Alders, Jack Wilson, D. A. Tuetsch, 
O. D. Tucker, B. E. Weatherly, Gene Hill, W. O. Walters, M. S. Garrison, 
Branch Patton, Matt B. Tucker, P. F. Hicks, M. H. Stephens, H. T. Roberson, 
Lewis E. Stone, Jack Clevenger, J. B. Stone, C. B. Watkins, Albert A. Floyd, 
Tom Morgan, W. E. Boozer, W. A. Miller, C. W. Gound, Bill Scoggins, Ellis 
Ivey, Ike C. Mercer, Lindy Bousman, J. B. Dawson, Cates Burrows, John C. 
Tischhauser. 

Mr. Downy. It has been a pleasure to appear before your com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Botanp., It is always a pleasure to listen to you. 

Mr. Dowvy. We have missed you on our committee since you moved 
over to this committee. 

Mr. Bouanp. I think you have quite a job on your committee, it is 
more severe and difficult than this one here, but we are always glad 
to hear you gentlemen, and it is a pleasure to see you. 


STATEMENT OF E. W. EASTERLING 


Mr. Brooks. Our first speaker will be E. W. Easterling, Beaumont, 
Tex., attorney for Lower Neches Valley Authority and attorney for 
Beaumont Navigation District. 

Mr. Eastertine. Gentlemen, we are here in numbers today to 
show you that we have a very acute interest on behalf of all these 
people who represent the great majority of the segment of east Texas 
where the reservoir for this dam is going to be constructed. 

As you know, and I know, there are some gentlemen here who have 
some thoughts 1 in opposition to this project and on account of that I 
am going to take just a few minutes here to review the kind of partner- 
ship arr rangement that this State agency, the Lower Neches Valley 
Authority, a subdivision of Texas, has with the Federal Government 
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in this project and why we are so interested in this appropriation. 
As you know, this project was authorized in 1945 and in 1946 there 
was a complete engineering restudy of the whole program, the whole 
project; this study came up with the idea that to fully regulate the 
Neches-Angelina River systems in east Texas the engineers would 
build 2 dams, 1 on Angelina River and 1 on the Neches River immedi- 
ately below the confluence of the Angelina and Neches Rivers. 

The large dam, McGee Bend, a multiple-purpose dam, which will 
be the upperdam and the small dam on the Neches, which would be 
a reregulating dam, would operate as a single operating unit. Now 
the authorization, the original authorization, provided that before 
any work on this project could be started, that the State of Texas 
or some local agency should make an assurance to the Government that 
upon completion of the entire project they will contribute $5 million 
toward the cost of construction. 

The Lower Neches Valley Authority is a State agency supplying 
water from the Neches River to oil refineries and many of the large 
chemical plants and industries in the lower regions, as well as to the 
rice farms in the lower Neches area. 

The Authority had, for many years, been seeking separately and 
unsuccessfully a new and usable supply of water because the unregu- 
lated river flow is inadequate now to supply the growing needs of 
this area. This area now uses 1 billion gallons of fresh water per day. 
The Authority was invited by the Corps of Engineers and our then 
Congressman to be the agency to assure the payment of this $5 million 
on this project and to become the local sponsor of it. 

The Authority made this assurance in 1947 in that year we were in 
a series of very dry years. Our water uses were increasing greatly 
from the new petro-chemical industry moving in on the gulf coast 
so that we were desperate for a new water supply, an additional water 
supply: so instead of building and starting the construction of this 
big multiple-purpose dam, McGee Bend, they decided to build the 
reregulating dam, Dam B, on the Neches first and this dam was started 
with every assurance of continuing with McGee Bend Dam. 

Before this dam was completed the Authority amended its assur- 
ance that they would pay this $5 million after the whole project was 
completed to state that they would pay $2 million during the course 
of construction of Dam B, and the remaining $3 million at comple- 
tion of McGee Bend Dam. 

All of these matters were gone into before the Appropriation com- 
mittees when money was being appropriated for the construction of 
Dam B and this $2 million was paid by the local interests on Dom B. 

At the time that dam B was being constructed in 1949 the engineers 
budgeted $200,000 for advanced planning on McGee Bend Dam; in 
1950 and 1951 similar amounts were appropriated to continue the 
planning and engineering on McGee Bend Dam; so that when dam B 
was finished things would be in order to go ahead and begin con- 
struction at McGee Bend and accomplish all the purposes of this 
program. 

Tn 1951 T believe that the engineers had finished their planning on 
McGee Bend. Now. as vou recall, we were in the Korean war. No 
new starts on public works was the program of Congress and the ad- 
ministration. At that time Colonel Potter, who was the liaison officer 
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in the Chief of Engineers Office, appeared over here before the Appro- 
priations Committee asking for the final money on advanced planning 
on McGee Bend, stating that it was among nine projects in the United 
States with highest priority on which they wanted to finish the 
planning. : 

They singled out McGee Bend Dam due to the great interest and 
benefits to the national security and defense. 

In 1955, as Congressman Brooks stated, we appeared up here and 
we told this committee why we had agreed to pay $5 million into this 
project. We realized this project is important to this lower Neches 
area, this great refining and petroleum and chemical area, this agricul- 
tural area. In 1955 we told this committee that in view of the in- 
creased cost of the project the authority would go to the full limit 
of its resources, that we would amend the first assurance. We had 
already paid in $2 million on this project. We told this committee 
that in addition to this amount we would pay $3 million on the con- 
struction cost of the McGee Bend Dam and after it was completed, 
we would pay the Government $200,000 each year for a period of 50 
vears. which would make an additional $10 million. In all we will 
have $15 million tied up in this project. We told this committee we 
would do this if funds were appropriated for beginning construction 
of McGee Bend. This new assurance has been formally made to the 
Corps of Engineers. 

Now, what do we get out of it? It is a hydroelectric power propo- 
sition and all we get out of that $15 million is an assurance from the 
Federal Government that they will generate power and the scheduled 
run of power through this dam in the critical periods so that it will 
produce the much-needed water for the use of the authority in the 
lower river areas. 

The authority’s intake is 50 miles below this dam. Under the terms 
of the assurance this quantity of water is fixed at 650,000 acre-feet 
annually. That is what we are getting out of this project. 

Here you have a kind of unique situation. We talk about conserva- 
tion of water; we have floodwater behind this dam that is going to 
generate valuable power. This power is going to belong to the Fed- 
eral Government. It has a sale value to local utilities. After the 
water is used for power purposes it has an additional great value for 
consumptive used We have a letter in this file and brief from the 
Gulf States Utilities Co. which supplies power to cities and industry 
in Texas and Louisiana. This company is for this project. They are 
not fighting this branch of public power. They say this power is 
needed in this area and this project is needed in this area. 

They have offered the full incremental value or actual cost of in- 
stallation of this power in this project which is $765,000 annually. 
I refer you to their letters and offer which is in the brief filed here 
now with you. 

The local electric co-ops who have representation here today and are 
filing briefs and statements have made a firm offer to Southwestern 
Power Administration of $804,000 annually for the McGee Bond 
power. This equals cost of installation plus whatever amount it 
takes for the actual sale and distribution of the power on behalf of 
the Southwestern Power Administration, which makes a full return 
to the Government for the power installations in this dam. Now, out 
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of that water that is going to generate that power, in most of these 
Federal dams water is released to the river and the Federal Govern- 
ment gets no other value from it, but we are paying $15 million for 
that additional water to be released into the river in the generation 
of electric power. 

We are very anxious that this project get started now because our 
increase in water use there is tremendous. Not only do we have a great 
and growing demand for water for industrial and municipal use but 
also we have a great demand for irrigation water for rice. You may 
say that rice is a product that we are in proration of acreage, and we 
have a controlled program on it. That program only went into effect 
last year. Rice isa very peculiar product. There is just a small area 
in the United States where you can grow rice. 

During World War IT, the War Food Administration and the War 
Production Board was so concerned over this area and the water 
shortages there that they issued an order to the Chief of Engineers to 
start this project in 1945 so that they could have protection to the 
oil refineries and the rice agriculture in this area. However, the war 
ended before the project could be started. 

Now, we have controls on rice acreage. We have had a reduction 
of about one-fourth of our rice acreage. There are 300,000 acres of 
good rice land in the lower Neches area. 

Due to the shortages of water we have never irrigated more than 
55,000 acres of this rice land. That was the amount of rice that was 
being irrigated years ago before our industrial development and that 
amount of acreage has a first priority under our Texas water laws 
and that amount of acreage got a priority on all of the low flow of 
Neches and Angelina Rivers, so we have been forced to irrigate 55,000 
acres. We couldn’t reduce that acreage, regardless of the demands of 
industry. We couldn’t add any of this 300,000 acres to our irrigation 
system. The Authority was and is powerless to reduce rice acreage 
irrigation in favor of industrial use. However, the Government’s 
acreage control program reduced or took out 10,000 acres of this 55,000 
acres of rice this year. Therefore, the water which would have been 
used for this irrigation can be used for the time being for industrial 
use. 

We thought that might help our situation, but let me just tell you 
what has already happened this year. 

We have made one contract with Gulf Oil Corp. which processes 
300,000 barrels of crude oil a day in their big refinery at Port Arthur. 
We have made a new water supply contract with them 2 weeks ago. 
This great refinery is expanding its operations and installing multi- 
million-dollar petro chemical installations which in themselves amount 
to a new industry. 

This Gulf company contract requires the authority to guarantee to 
them an increase of 25 million gallons of water a day, which means 
that we must supply them 50 million gallons of water per day. 

The Texas Gulf Sulphur Co. has discovered a new sulfur mine 10 
miles out of Beaumont and we have made a contract this year to sup- 
ply them 5 million gallons of water a day to mine this sulfur. 

We have one other industrial contract executed since the Ist of 
January and all of that water, that additional water, has more than 
absorbed the loss that the rice has suffered and the water we gain back 
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from rice, so we are right back where we were when acreage control 
started. Weare out of water. 

We have a very potentially great industrial area there. It is 
already great, but every day there are new industries knocking on our 
door to come there and utilize the great oil and gas reserves that just 
surround that area. 

As you know, the mouth of the Neches River is where the Spindletop 
oilfield was first discovered and the Texas tidelands, the Federal tide- 
lands, and the many inland oil and gas fields in this area are produc- 
ing and will produce vast quantities of raw material for the present 
and future industry of the area. There is going to be a great indus- 
trial growth and expansion all over this wi ended and we have out- 
grown our water resources already. 

We have a complete brief here, beginning with flood-control bene- 
fits, the power benefits of this project, the overall benefits of the proj- 
ect. This brief reflects the whole area’s intense desire to have this 
project underway and that we are very anxious that this program 
continue because, as I have stated, the Government has already tied 
up several million dollars in this and we have $2 million and our full 
credit tied up in it and we just can’t wait any longer for this develop- 
ment. 

I thank you very much for your patience. 

Mr. Magnuson. What local agencies or subdivisions of the Govern- 
ment are participating in the | cal contributions to this cause? 

Mr. Easreriine. Just the Lower Neches Valley Authority, an 
agency of the State of Texas. The authority operates a water-dis- 
tributing system down in the lower area. We have salt water in the 
gulf that comes up the river past all of the industrial development 
and agricultural development, so we have to go away up the river with 
a canal and bring that fresh water down from the flow of the upper 
river, lift it by big pumping stations, and then we have 300 miles of 
distributing canals. In the summer months we pump out of the river 
1 billion gallons of water a day; incidentally, this dam B, for the last 
4 years since it has been constructed, every year before September it is 
completely dry. You can w: alk across the river in front of the dam, 
and we and the Corps of Engineers and, I think, the Government per- 
haps is getting some criticism. 

The people think that little reregulating dam is all we are ever going 
to get. Before the end of every summer this reservoir gets to be quite 
a mud flat. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank you. 

Mr. Taper. How many acres is involved ? 

Mr. Easreruinc. Well, sir, I think the reservoir area will cover 
129,000 acres of what you might call the permanent, more or less per- 
manent, pool up to the top of ‘the power pool. Then they are planning 
to take what they call ieeneans easements, or rights, to protect the 
Government from damages resulting from phenomenal floods that 
perhaps will occur every 30 or 35 years. 

Mr. Taser. How much time do you anticipate this power will be 

railable ? 

Mr. Easrertinc. Well, you understand that my own personal ap- 
pearance here is on behalf of the water-supply features of it, and I 
may not be too scientifically. versed in this power proposition, as I say. 

Mr. Taner. If you do not know, just say so. 
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Mr. Eastertine. Well, as I understand it, Mr. Taber—the power 
demand in that southern area during the summer months—we have a 
tremendous demand on our power requirements for peaking power for 
air conditioning, so-we have a peaking power demand which coincides 
with our highest demand and use for water, so I think that the dam 
is scheduled to guarantee so many hours of peaking power during these 
critical months, and then the floodwater and all the rest of the reservoir 
is used more or less for secondary power. 

Mr. Taper. There is not much water there in the dry season / 

Mr. Easteruine. It would be only the water stored behind the dam. 

Mr. Taser. There is not much normal flowage ? 

Mr. Easreriine. That is correct. 

Mr. Taner. How much of it would be for the further development 
of riceland ? 

Mr. Eastertine. Well, sir, our actual foresight on this project is 
that if and when the population of this country grows or other inter- 
national conditions arise to where there will be a greater demand for 
rice consumption that we will then be able to put as much as is needed 
of this additional rice acreage into production. 

Mr. Taser. You mean then there is not present expectation ? 

Mr. Eastertinc. There is no present immediate demand for addi- 
tional rice acreage; that is right, but there is a tremendous demand 
for millions and millions of gallons of additional water for industry. 

Mr. Taser. What about the water used down below for industrial 
and domestic use and that sort of thing? Would that be down below 
or up above the dam? 

Mr. Easreriina. Yes, it would be below. Any new industry above, 
of course, would have to be reckoned with with reference to the water 
above the dam. 

Mr. Taser. Water would be used first for that, I suppose ? 

Mr. Easrertine. Well, I would suppose. 

Mr. Taser. Or would it be used for irrigation ? 

Mr. Easrertina. In the area below the dam. The irrigation is all 
below the dam. The irrigation of rice will all occur out of the releases 
from the dam and, as I stated a while ago, I don’t know whether you 
had come in at that time. 

Mr. Taser. You stated something like 300,000 acres of riceland 
available. 

Mr. Easteriinc. Yes, but we have never irrigated more than 55,000 
acres because we had not had that supply of water, but we must irri- 
gate that much. 

We do have what you might call a conflict between the demands 
of industry and agriculture. Agriculture was there first and under 
the Texas water law they have the right to demand 55,000 acres of 
rice and industry has to take what is left because they were there first 
and first come, first served is the primary principle of our Texas water 
laws. 

Mr. Taxsor. The subsequent use would be by-the industrial folks who 
are already there? 

Mr. Easteriine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. That would be ahead of further development of the 
rice acreage ? 

Mr. Easreriinea. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Taser. Is that it? 

Now what kind of land would be flooded by the dam ? 

Mr. Eastertine. Well, that is in what we call the pine timberland 
of Texas, east Texas. That goes up through the pine timber belt of 
east Texas. 

Now, those rivers, the Angelina River which we are talking about, 
that will be the reservoir area. It goes through this wooded area. 

Now, we have what you call two types of timberlands in a situation 
like this. 

We have what is called the bottom land, which is the immediate river 
valley that is subject to overflow every year and it takes in a con- 
siderable portion of this river valley. In fact, from my understanding 
of it, and I wish you would check this with the Corps of Engineers 
when they appear before you, about half of this reservoir area is 
subject to perennial—or at least every 5 years—floods that keep water 
over about half of what this reservoir area would be just on account 
of natural floods. 

In that area, the merchantable timber or the growing timber is not 
of a good character. The outer fringe is where your best timber 
is and it is what we would call timberlands. 

Mr. Taser. Then, the timberland is up higher away from the water? 

Mr. Easrertine. I would say the more choice or better timber, 
the economically valuable timber, is on that part of the reservoir 
area; yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Would that be a very substantial part of the area, of 
the 129,000 acres? 

Mr. KAstrertinc. In my opinion, it would be a considerable portion 
of it; yes, sir. I would not say how much, but it would be a con- 
siderable portion. 

Mr. Taper. That timber would have quite considerable value; would 
it not? 

Mr. Easrertine. On the outside fringe of this reservoir, if there 
is any timber that has not been cut, it would have a very substantial 
value. 

Mr. Taser. The Government, in order to take it over, would have 
to pay quite a substantial sum? 

Mr. Easreruina. I would presume so; of course, they would not 
just take it, they would pay the market price for the land. 

Mr. Taner. You would not have any idea as to how much that would 
be; would you? 

Mr. Eastertinc. How much the monetary value of it would be? 

Mr. Taner. Yes. 

Mr. Easterttne. I have seen those figures in the Corps of Engineers’ 
estimates of cost, and I do not have them readily available. I would 
not try to quote them without being sure. 

Mr. Taner. As I understand it, there is a dam there which you call 
dam B. Where is that with reference to where the new structure is 
going to be? 

Mr. Easteriine. The new structure is about 10 miles above the 
confluence, above the Neches-Angelina Rivers. This is a reregulating 
dam. This dam B is about 10 miles below the confluence of the 2 
rivers on the Neches River. 

Mr. Taser. That was built by the Federal Government ? 
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Mr. Easreruina. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. About when ? 

Mr. Easrerurne. It was completed in 1951, if I recall correctly. 

Mr. Taser. It is about 10 miles below the proposed new dam ? 

Mr. Eastertine. I would say about 15. 

Mr. Taper. That is used now to provide the water for local use and 
for irrigating the 55,000 acres ? 

Mr. Easrertine. Our water increases there have grown so enorm- 
ously since this project was authorized in 1945 that they have doubled 
the industrial and municipal use. When dam B was built, which 
was built first for the purpose of supplementing the natural river 
flow and to give us some character of an assured water supply to take 
care of this growing industry and these tremendous demands that 
we had for the water; as I say, after it has been completed, it has 
proved totally inadequate for the demands. That is why we cannot 
delay any further in getting this new and additional supply which 
will not come into being until 6 years from now. 

Mr. Taser. How much power would you anticipate would be 
produced here ¢ 

Mr. Easrertine. I think that the latest studies indicate 118 mil- 
lion killotwatt-hours annually. 

Mr. Taper. That would be the peak production ? 

Mr. Easrertine. No; that is average. 

Mr. Taser. Would that be all through the year ? 

Mr. Easreruine. For the quarter of the year. 

Mr. Taser. How much of the year is so dry that there would not 
be much normal intake of water ¢ 

Mr. Easrertinc. The flows of that river are not what you might 
call dependable. 

One year during the summer we may have lots of rain and then 
another year we may not have any. Another year, we may have a 
normal flow and then we may run into a drought where we will 
have practically no flow at all in both of those rivers. 

Mr. Taser. How was it last year? 

Mr. Easreruinc. It was just about subnormal but it approached 
normal for a summer flow. 

Mr. Taper. It was pretty low all through the summer? 

Mr. Easreruine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taser. And you would not get much during that period ? 

Mr. Easteriinc. Except the water which is stored and which is 
replenished by the winter floods which are constant. 

Mr. Taser. How long would it take to draw that dam down? How 
high is this dam proposed to be? 

Mr. Easrertinea. I believe there is 1,300,000 or 1,400,000 acre-feet 
in the power pool, as I recall the figure. That is on top of 1,200,000— 
I am just giving you general figures now—of the dead storage. 

On top of that is the flood control which is over a million acre- 
feet. The annual runoff of the Angeline River is right at 2 million 
acre-feet. 

Mr. Taser. That is the annual average runoff ? 

Mr. Eastertine. I think it will be right at about 2 million acre- 
feet. 

Mr. Taser. You would have an average of about 166,000 a month. 
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The flow there would not be sufficient for the 3-month dry season? 

Mr. Eastertinc. Depending on the river flow alone; no, sir. 

Mr. Taper. And especially if they had to draw a very considera- 
ble part of the water off for the industrial and agricultural purposes? 

Mr. Easrerurna. Yes. 

Mr. Weep. May I answer that question ? 

I am president of the authority. I possibly can give you an answer. 

I do not believe we are understanding each other. 

The historic flows of that river are such that there is dependable 
electric power sufficient to release 650,000 acre-feet of water in any 
1 year. In other words, over the lowest period of history, they can 
release this much water in a 7-month period. 

Does that answer your question? This would be in the summer 
months. 

Mr. Taser. Do you mean you can release just as much water in the 
dry season as you would release in the wet season ? 

Mr. Weep. No, sir. I mean if the power pool is filled to its limit 
and that is the plan of operation, then, during the 7 months of the 
summer season, from April through October, inclusive, that 525,000 
acre-feet can be released through a period of time over the historic 
low flow of that river. 

Mr. Taser. I think that is all I have. 

Mr. Brooks. I would like to introduce Mr. D. G. Butts who lives 
some 30 miles above the dam site. He is a prominent businessman 
there and president of the McGee Bend Dam Development Asso- 
ciation. 

STATEMENT OF D. G. BUTTS 


Mr. Burts. I am D. G. Butts, of San Augustine, Tex., which is 
35 miles above the McGee Band Dam location. 

I am president of the McGee Bend Development Association. ‘This 
association was organized by the official representatives of the cham- 
bers of commerce of towns in San Augustine, Nacogdoches, Tyler, 
Sabine, Jasper, Hardin, and Jefferson Counties. All of the counties 
are on the Angelina River or on the Neches River below its confluence 
with the Angelina River. This includes the area where the dam and 
its reservoir will be constructed. 

The purpose of this association is to promote the building of McGee 
Bend Dam in accordance with present plans and specifications as 
submitted by the Corps of Engineers, and to build it as soon as 
possible. 

This purpose is heartily endorsed by the great majority of the resi- 
dents of the counties named, by the officials of those counties, and of 
the cities in the counties, by bankers, businessmen, chambers of com- 
merce, and ordinary citizens in the entire area. 

Opposition to this program is numercially small and originates 
from that part of the timber industry, and a very small percentage 
of individual landowners, whose land is included in the reservoir 
area, 

Most of the individual landowners whose land falls partly within 
the reservoir area heartily favor the project. 

This organization and those whom it represents believe that this 
project will be of untold benefit to all the territory surrounding the 
reservoir, as well as the great industrial area below the dam. 
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From my recent contacts with all the cities, chambers of commerce, 
and other groups mentioned who compose this organization, I am 
here to state to this committee that this organization is of the firm 
opinion that the general economy of this whole region surrounding this 
dam and its reservoir will be greatly benefited by the early com- 
pletion of the McGee Bend Dam. 

The overwhelming majority of opinion above and below the dam is 
in favor of immediate construction of the McGee Bend Dam, and we 
recommend to this committee approval of the $4 million appropriation 
for next year’s construction as is asked in the President’s budget. 

Mr. Roianp. Thank you very much, Mr. Butts. 

Mr. Brooks. At this time, if I might, I have a representative group 
of telegrams and statements from people throughout the district 
both above and below the dam, from all of the watershed area. I do 
not want to bore you with reading them. I would like to put them 
in the record since they do represent a widespread acceptance and 
desire for the completion of this program. 

I should like to insert them in the record since they are from people, 
chambers of commerce, and cities in the Texas area above the cn 
from San Augustine County, and from Nacogdoches County, from 
Hardin County below the dam, and from Jasper and Tyler Counties 
which are right there on the same level. 

I would like to put these in, and I would also like to add at this 
time and insert in the record the statement of the people who are 
attending who did not make oral statements before the committee. 

Mr. Botanp. That looks like a voluminous record. I think we will 
accept it for the file. 

Mr. Brooxs. Would it be possible to put the statements in? 

Mr. Botanp. May I see them, please ? 

These are people who would have appeared here today ? 

Mr. Brooxs. They are here. 

Mr. Botanp. We will accept them, and we will also accept the tele- 
grams for the files. 

Mr. Brooxs. We do not have to put the contents in. 

Mr. Botanp. We will have the staff members show it in the record; 
it will show where they are from. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF MILTON T. Potts, MANAGER SAM Houston ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, 
INC. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Milton T. Potts. I 
am manager of the Sam Houston Electric Cooperative located at Livingston, 
Tex., serving the counties of Angelina, Tyler, Hardin, Polk, Liberty, San Jacinto, 
Montgomery, Walker, and Trinity. We are serving 8,710 members of the co- 
operative, on approximately 2,600 miles of line, with an average density of 
3.3 per mile. 

We have appeared before various committees of the House and hearings of the 
Corps of Engineers supporting the construction of McGee Bend Dam, as recom- 
mended by the Army engineers as a multipurpose dam including the generation 
of hydroelectric power, flood control and other beneficial functions. We would 
like to insert in the record a letter (exhibit A) dated November 12, 1946, when 
a public hearing was held in the area to hear the opponents and proponents 
regarding the construction of this multipurpose dam. (That was 10 years ago.) 
Again on January 22, 1949 we wrote the House Appropriations Committee and 
I would also like to include this letter (exhibit B). (This was 7 years ago.) 
We are attaching to this letter a projection of the amount of power purchased 
each year by the cooperative since the filing of this letter. We believe the state- 
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ments made in these two letters are more true today than they were at the time 
they were filed. I would like to point out the people who are in opposition to 
this project had 10 years to raise their objections to this project and ask for 
any restudy they felt the Army engineers should make regarding the project, 
if they so desired. 

With reference to the hydro power in the project, I believe the Army engi- 
neers have an offer which will cover what they say is the value of the power 
to be generated at present-day cost. Since our power costs from 1 utility 
company operating in the area has increased between 35 and 40 percent, we 
feel by the time the dam is constructed the power it will generate will be 
worth considerable more than it is now, as it is the type of power that is so 
valuable to the utilities operating in the area for peaking capacity on summer- 
time loads. Frank M. Wilkes, chairman of the board of Southwestern Gas & 
Electrie Co., on February 28, 1956, before the Joint Committees on Interior 
and Insular Affairs and Public Works Committee, Senate and House, made a 
statement peaking power could be worth as much as 17 mills to a utility if put 
into an integrated system. We are of the opinion the hydroelectric feature of 
the project will always more than pay its cost. 

The greatest benefits to the San Houston Electric Cooperative and the people 
it serves, as well as the towns and cities located in the vicinity of McGee Bend 
Dam, will be benefits from services to the various people who take advantage 
of the recreation facilities of these projects, and if the trend holds true as it 
does in other projects such as Lake Texoma, where last year it was estimated, 
by people who should know, the recreation benefits alone from the lake brought 
in over $23 million. Talking to the people who have been using dam B for 
recreation purposes, they advised me on a good day over a million dollars’ worth 
of boats are in the lake from as far as Houston, which is about 115 or 120 miles 
from this lake. Therefore, we know the benefits from this source alone will 
more than offset the loss of timberlands which will be flooded by this useful 
project. This is to say nothing of the valuations for tax purposes on the many 
summer homes and other construction around the lake itself will far exceed 
the taxes now paid on the land to be flooded. 

Your careful consideration to the request in the budget for $4 million to 
continue construction of the McGee Bend Dam will be greatly appreciated. 


Total kilowatt- Total kilowatt- 
Year: hours purchased | Year—Continued hours purchased 
490, 020 6, 117, 958 
948, 130 8, 896, 428 
122, 790 1951 : 11, 160, $44 
373, 073 1952 13, 738, 856 
1, 746, 340 1953 16, 306, 199 
2, 194, 988 1954 19, 093, S30 
2, 642, 731 1955 21, 464, 625 
4, 528, 106 | 
EXHIBIT A 
NOVEMBER 12, 1946. 
WaR DEPARTMENT, 
Corps of Engineers, Office of the District Engineer, 
Galveston District, Galveston, Tex. 
(Attention Col. D. N. Griffiths, district engineer.) 

GENTLEMEN: My name is Milton Potts. I am manager of the Sam Houston 
Electric Cooperative with office located at Livingston, Tex. We serve 2,400 
farm families and small businesses in the following counties: Polk, Angelina, 
Tyler, Hardin, Liberty, San Jacinto, Montgomery, and Walker and ultimately 
will serve a total of 6,000 rural people and small industries. 

We are in receipt of a notice of public hearing on the Rockland and McGee 
Bend Dams on the Neches and Angelina Rivers. As provided in Senate Docu- 
nient 98, 76th Congress, we will endeavor to set out our views of these projects 
on the following paragraphs and in the following order in respect to benefits 
derived. 3 

1, CONSERVATION OF WATER 


It is common knowledge in the gulf-coast area that the available water for in- 
dustry, farming, and cities is far short of the needs or present demands. In 
the last few years a large amount of water has been taken from water sands 
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causing a lowering of the water table from 20 to 30 feet. In Polk and Angelina 
Counties, requiring the drilling of aditional water wells to supply municipal 
needs. 

I am informed that certain industries are under contract to shut down their 
plants in the event the flow of water in these rivers is not sufficient to take care 
of them and the prior allocations of this supply. This being the case, we feel 
that these dams should be built as quickly as possible to supplement this supply 
and insure the industrial development of our great gulf-coast area, which is 
the center of the chemical industry of these United States. Also the fast grow- 
ing demands for water will probably double within the next 3 to 5 years. 


2. POWER 


It is a well-known fact that there is a shortage of power in the area of the 
McGee Bend Dam proposed by United States engineers and especially a shortage 
of an abundant supply of cheap power for industrial use. The availability of 
this power will have a tendency to reduce rates in the area as a whole, thereby 
serving all the people. 

3. RECREATION 


Anyone who has visited great reservoirs built by United States engineers in 
the Southwest cannot help but appreciate the vast recreation facilities that will 
be served by the construction of these dams. The lakes will be so situated to 
serve our largest cities of Texas and give their people advantage of these fa- 
cilities for vacations in the fine parks that will be maintained by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior to serve all the people equally, as well as boating and fishing. 


4. RECLAMATION 


Anyone who has been reared along the rivers of deep east Texas cannot help 
but realize the necessity of reclaiming vast areas of our rich bottom land to be 
put back into production to feed and clothe the fast-growing industrial sections 
along our coastline. At the same time these dams will control floodwaters that 
are so devastating in this area at certain seasons of the year. 

Summarizing the benefits as outlined above, it is our opinion they far exceed 
the inconvenience caused to a few people by the construction of these dams. 
And though our interest lies mainly in the construction of McGee Bend dams 
as it will develop two-thirds of the hydropower developed in all the dams as 
well as impound the necessary water for industry in deep east Texas and the 
gulf-coast area. It is our view that the entire project should be completed as 
outlined in Senate Document 98 which includes all four dams. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Mixton T. Porrs, Manager. 


ExHIsIT B 
JANUARY 22, 1949. 
Re McGee Bend Dam project on Angelina River, Tex. 
HOovuSsE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: In connection with the hearing to be held in the near future 
requesting funds for McGee Bend Dam on Angelina River we are setting forth 
in this letter the reasons we would like to see an appropriation made for the 
construction of this dam on the Angelina River and are especially interested in 
the installation of hydroelectric power on this river as proposed by the Army 
engineers. It is our understanding that this power will be disposed of through 
the Southwestern Power Administration as provided in section 5 of Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1944 and would be sold through the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion on a preferential basis to cooperatives, municipalities, and other public 
power groups. 

The location of McGee Bend Dam on the Angelina River is such that it would 
be in serving distance of our cooperative which is located in the adjoining coun- 
ties and runs from a point south of Lufkin on the Neches River to below Silsbee 
on the same river. 

The Sam Houston Electric Cooperative is now purchasing power at a consider- 
ably higher rate than is charged by the Southwestern Power Administration and 
even though it might not be possible to purchase power from this project it 
would have a tendency to lower the general utility rates in this whole section 
of east Texas, saving the people many thousands of dollars each year. 
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Although east Texas has always been considered a submarginal area by the 
various departments of the Government, now due to the large concentration 
of chemical industries, refineries and other industries along the gulf coast this 
area has been changed from a sparsely settled submarginal area to a very 
productive one. To bear out this statement you will note below the large amount 
of power the cooperative has been buying each succeeding year. 

Total kilowatt- Total kilowatt- 

Year: hours purchased | Year—Continued hours purchased 
490, 000 Be iadatiaseies .... 1, 746, 340 
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The demand for power has exceeded the most optimistic figures conceived 
by anyone in this area. 

We are also vitally interested in seeing lakes built for the storage of water 
for industrial and domestic use as well as to raise the underground water table 
of east Texas, which has receded to a very low level for the past 4 or 5 years, 
due to an excessive amount of water being taken from these underground 
reserves. This has brought about untold damage to the heavily wooded or 
timbered sections where the pine tree is especially adapted to growth, causing 
many trees to die for lack of water. 

It is our opinion that these storage lakes would have a tendency to practically 
eliminate or stop the destruction of this fast-diminishing natural resource. 

We are vitally interested in this development as indicated by our correspond- 
ence with the Department of Interior since March 6 of 1944 requesting that 
appropriations be made to make these dams a realization to this section. 

Your kind consideration of the above points outlined will be greatly appreciated 
by the cooperative and the people it serves. 

Yours very truly, 
MILTON T. Ports, 
Manager, Sam Houston Electric Co-op., Ine. 


STATEMENT OF Howarp J. Hicks ON BEHALF OF THE FRESH WATER COMMITTEE 
OF THE BEAUMONT, TEx., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE CONCERNING REQUEST FOR 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR McGEE BEND DAM, ANGELINA RIveER, TEx. 


My name is Howard J. Hicks. I am executive vice president and general 
manager of the Beaumont, Tex., Chamber of Commerce. It is the purpose of 
this appearance and statement to emphasize on behalf of the members of the 
Beaumont Chamber of Commerce and the 125,000 people who live in our metro- 
politan area, their desires and wishes that this honorable body approve the 
$4 million included in the budget for continuing construction of McGee Bend 
Dam, on the Angelina River, Tex. 

At a meeting of the fresh water committee of the Beaumont Chamber of 
Commerce on March 12, 1956, the committee voted unanimously that the Beau- 
mont Chamber of Commerce and the citizens of the community make every 
effort to obtain appropriations as scheduled to effect immediate construction 
of the project. 

In order to emphasize and clarify the importance of the economy of the valley 
in which the McGee Bend Dan is located, there is attached to this statement 
a publication, A Million Customers, a Billion Dollar Market, published and 
distributed by the Beaumont, Tex., Chamber of Commerce. This publication 
shows population, value of retail sales, value of agricultural products sold, 
effective buying power and bank deposits for Texas counties and Louisiana 
parishes in the Beaumont, Tex., trade area. 

To show the growth of Jefferson County, Tex., in recent years we submit 
herewith the Jefferson County assessment valuations from the years 1938 
through 1955. These assessments are based on 40 percent of 1941 actual values: 


$103, 990, 130 | 15 $223, 642, 994 
126, 534, 095 233, 193, 509 
153, 962, 120 242, 895, 279 
171, 557, 301 252, 427, 995 
206, 680, 813 | 195 268, 441, 445 
213, 842, 103 
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The McGee Bend Dam project, to be constructed 10 miles northwest of 
Jasper, Tex., will rank with the discovery of oil, in the importance of its influ- 
ence on the growth and development of east Texas. 

For more than 30 years, citizens in the entire Angelina-Neches River Valley 
from Port Arthur to Dallas have dreamed of harnessing the flow of this river, 
for the conservation of its vital natural resource, and for the control of damage 
from floods. 

Beaumont has been the victim of several severe floodings. Affected were its 
industrial area, and in residential areas. No serious flood has menaced us in 
recent years, but some years ago our shipyard was entirely covered by water from 
the flooding river. 

Actually, the dream of a water-conservation program on the Angelina and 
the Neches probably began in Port Arthur. Port Arthur, a city of some 69,000 
people, is on the end of the waterline, so to speak, and its citizens long ago 
realized the importance of conservation of this vital resource for their future 
growth. 

Today, that dream is coming true, through the cooperation of citizens in the 
valley from San Augustine, Nacogdoches, and Lufkin, to Beaumont and Port 
Arthur. 

Several years ago, in order to give wide publicity to the McGee Bend Dam 
project and to show that the area as a whole was behind the purposed dam, 
there was organized the McGee Bend Dam Development Association. President 
of this association is D. G. Butts, of San Augustine. 

The rural electrification cooperatives in the area, those of San Augustine, 
Livingston, Kirbyville, and other communities, have been strong supporters of 
the project. They know that it will provide a tremendouse source of develop- 
ment for the communities. 

The private power companies, unlike stories you read about the private 
utilities being opposed and fighting such developments, have been cooperative 
and interested. The Gulf States Utilities of Beaumont has offered to buy the 
power output from the McGee Bend Dam. 

The Lower Neches Valley Authority, which is a nonprofit organization estab- 
lished through action of the Texas Legislature, has been interested in the de- 
velopment. The Lower Neches Vailey Authority has a pumping capacity of 
100 million gallons of water a day. 

The Lower Neches Valley Authority paid $2 million toward completion of the 
Town Bluff Dam, which was constructed as a regulation dam for the hydro- 
electric power dam above it, has also agreed to pay $3 million on the completion 
of McGee Bend Dam. and $200,000 a year for 50 years. This means that local 
interests are paying $15 million toward the cost of the project. 

The cities and industries above the McGee Bend Dam site are dependent on 
well water for all of their requirements. 

The underground water table in all of this area has been dropping at an 
alarming rate, threatening the future growth and industrial development of 
this whole area. Below the McGee Bend Dam site the cities of Berumont and 
Port Arthur and their industries and rice agriculture are dependent on the 
flow of the Neches River, which has fallen far short of present requirements 
and definitely detes any future growth and industrial development. 

The 4 million acre-feet of water behind McGee Bend Dam will adequately 
provide all the conservation water needs of the whole watershed area above 
and below the site of McGee Bend for the foreseeable future. 

The McGee Bend Dam is estimated to cost $50 million. Of this amount, $5 
million is for contingencies, so in effect, local interests are payine more than 
one-third of the cost of the project, and the sale of power will guarantee that 
the project will pay for itself, and the taxpayers of the country will not he 
paying for the cost of the project. As a matter of fact, the Government should 
be able to make a retyrn on its investment in this east Texas valley. 

We respectfully request your favorable consideration of the $4 million and 
urge that you approve this fund for continuing construction of this great eco- 
nomic asset to our country, the McGee Bend Dam on the Angelina River, Tex. 





STATEMENT OF Troy L. MITCHELL 


Gentlemen of the committee, my name is Troy L. Mitchell. T am manager 
of the Jasper Newton Electric Cooperative, Inc., of Kirbyville, Tex. I am ap- 
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pearing before this committee in support of the appropriation of $4 million for 
McGee Bend Dam on the Angelina River in Jasper County in east Texas. This 
dam was authorized by Congress in 1945 and approximately $1 million has been 
spent on planning and engineering. The planning and engineering is almost 
complete and the next step is acquiring a site and building access roads for 
which $1,500,000 has already been appropriated. 

Most of the reasons for and background data supporting the need of this 
dam will be included in other statements that will be presented at this heuring. 
All this data has been presented year after year before the appropriations com- 
mittees of the past, and they have been proven justifiable in every case. 

During these years, every individual, every organization, business, and indus- 
try has had ample opportunity to state their views with regard to the con- 
struction of this dam. Every factor involved as a result of the building has 
been explored. At this present day, should a popular vote be taken there 
would be 85 percent or better of the people individually soundly supporting the 
dam construction and recognizing the fact that it is something that has to be. 
The whole development of this part of our country will hereafter be tied in 
directly with the availability of a fresh water supply for industrial, agricultural, 
and domestic use. 

One of the important factors in this dam is its generation of hydro power. 
This power can be integrated with private power in this region and the rural areas 
can recapture the benefits as the area's growth and needs demand. In the area 
served by our own particular rural electric systems, the people are using electric 
service at the rate of 15 million kilowatt-hours annually, and by 1962 when this 
dam is complete and the power is available from it, this area will be using 25 
million kilowatt-hours annually or more. 

The Jasper Newton Electric Cooperative serves only a portion of the territory 
surrounding the dam. With its present 5,800 membership being only 12 to 15 
percent of the total rural electric consumers that it is possible to serve with 
the power produced from this project, this means that in 5 years these rural 
consumers can absorb all the primary power produced there. 

An offer to purchase this power has been made to the Southwestern Power 
Administration by the rural electric distribution systems that are in a position 
to use it. In this proposal, these systems have offered the amount set by the 
United States Corps of Engineers as being what the power is worth. 

The area our particular system operates in has developed a use of electric 
service in the past 12 years from zero to the 15 million killowatt-hours annually. 
This service is principally used by dairying and chicken-raising farmers and 
industrial workers living on small acreage. Opportunities unlimited will exist 
n this area with an available water supply that will allow the full development 
of all the natural resources in and around this section of Texas. The water 
supply will add immeasurably to the industrial development in the great oil refin- 
ing areas of Port Arthur, Orange, and Beaumont, Tex., who supply the Nation 
with a great portion of its gas and oil refined products and the Army and Navy 
aviation gasolines. 

Some opposition is in the area in the timber industry. However, most of this 
comes from only one firm. Regardless of claims to the contrary, a better utiliza- 
tion of the forest lands by the owners can, within a few short years, offset the 
loss they will have in acreage that will be inundated when the dam is built. 
By the statement of one of the past presidents of the Texas Forest Association, 
only approximately 50 percent utilization of the potential of land available is 
now being made by the landowners in growing trees. 

This means that our Government, in properly managing the forest in our area 
in the national forest lands has taught the timber-growing people how to produce 
twice as much yield in trees on the same amount of land, just as the Govern- 
ment has taught the farmer, by proper management of his soil, to raise the same 
amount of food and fiber, and more, on half as much cultivated land. 

With the added advantage of having the underground water supply replenished 
and the water level raised, more trees can be grown on each acre of land than 
ever before. 

I trust this committee will review all the facts concerning this project and when 
this is done, I am sure that you will endorse and recommend the appropriation of 
the $4 million that our President and this administration has placed in the 
budget for continuing the construction of McGee Bend Dam. Thank you 
for allowing this to become a part of your hearings, 
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STATEMENT OF D. N. BEASLEY IN SUPPORT OF M’GEE BEND DAM PROJECT 


Gentlemen, my name is D. N. Beasley, manager of Deep Bast Texas Electric Co- 
operative, Inc., San Augustine, Tex. To further introduce myself, I am president 
of Tex-La Electric Cooperative, composed of 12 rural electric cooperatives and 4 
municipalities located in east Texas and west Louisiana. I am also a director 
of the Sabine River Authority of Texas, an agency of the State of Texas charged 
with responsibility for development of the water resources of the Sabine River 
and its tributaries, and which is a bystate river separating Texas and Louisiana 
for about one-half its length. 

I am supporting the budget request for $4 million to continue construction of 
McGee Bend Dam project during fiscal 1957. I have supported and worked for 
McGee Bend Dam with full development ever since its authorization. I am, 
I believe, fully aware of what the people want in this connection. I am con- 
vinced that a very large majority want immediate and full development, as appro- 
priated for last year by the Congress. 

I am aware that a minority of landowners are opposed to the project. They 
represent timber interests generally; such opposition is not unamious. We 
always expect some opposition to large projects such as this. Everyone in 
east Texas knows of the fine contribution to our economy that timber represents 
and we appreciate it; however, careful consideration leads us to believe that our 
total economy will be benefited far more through construction of this project 
than the loss of approximately 1 percent of our timber resources represent. 

As stated in previous testimony, there is no fight between the power people 
over McGee Bend Dam. We are all supporting it. This is demonstrated by the 
written offer made in 1955 by Gulf States Utilities Co., and made a part of the 
record before the committee last year, to pay $800,000 per year for the power. 
Since that time, there has been some modification of the estimated amount of 
power the project will produce, and Gulf States Utilities Co. has accordingly 
reduced their offer, made formally to the Southwestern Power Administration 
recently, to the amount of $765,548 per year. We appreciate the utilities offer. 

It is my understanding that the estimated total cost of producing the power 
is $804,000 per year, or about $39,000 more than Gulf States Utilities offered. 
Considering the different value to the preference customers in east Texas and 
west Louisiana, and the unanimous support the group gives toward completion 
of the project, a meeting of Tex-La Electric Cooperative board of directors was 
convened in Shreveport, La., on March 15, 1956, to consider making an offer for 
the power. Following deliberations, a resolution was unanimously adopted au- 
thorizing an offer of $804,000 per year for the power. This offer is supported by 
a certified copy of the minutes of the board meeting. Your attention is called 
to the fact that this offer is about 5 percent more than the Gulf States Utilities 
offer. The Southwestern Power Administration has transmitted to the Corps 
of Engineers their assurance of such offer, together with their comments. With 
permission of the committee I submit copy of Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion’s assurance to the Corps of Engineers, together with supporting documents. 
We believe that this action definitely establishes the need for, and feasibility of 
power inclusion in the project, and respectfully request that the committee ap- 
prove the budget request for $4 million. 

McGee Bend Dam project represents, in my opinion, an outstanding example 
of a true multipurpose project embodying flood control, a large degree of water 
conservation, hydroelectric power, needed recreation, salinity control and bene- 
fits to navigation. Local financial participation is present in an unusual amount. 





STATEMENT OF D. G. Butts oN BEHALF OF THE McGEE Benp DAM DEVELOPMENT 
ASSOCIATION CONCERNING REQUESTS FOR APPROPRIATIONS FOR MCGEE BEND 
DAM AND RESERVOIR, ANGELINA RIVER, TEx. 


TI am D. G. Butts of San Augustine, Tex., which is 35 miles above the McGee 
Bend Dam location. 

I am president of the McGee Bend Development Association. This association 
was organized by the official representatives of the chambers of commerce of 
towns in San Augustine, Nacogdoches, Tyler, Sabine, Jasper, Hardin and Jeffer- 
son Counties. All of the counties are on the Angelina River or on the Neches 
River below its confluence with the Angelina River. ‘This includes the area 
where the dam and its reservoir will be constructed. 





The purpose of this association is to promote the building of McGee Bend Dam 
in accordance with present plans and specifications as submitted by the Corps 
of Engineers, and to build it as soon as possible. 

This purpose is heartily endorsed by the great majority of the residents of the 
counties named, by the officials of those counties, and of the cities in the coun- 
ties, by bankers, businessmen, chambers of commerce and ordinary citizens in 
the entire area. 

Opposition to this program is numerically small and originates from that part 
of the timber industry, and a very small percentage of individual landowners, 
whose land is included in the reservoir area. 

Most of the individual landowners whose land falls partly within the reser- 
voir area heartily favor the project. 

This organization and those who it represents believe that this project will 
be of untold benefit to all the territory surrounding the reservoir, as well as the 
great industrial area below the dam. 

From my recent contacts with all the cities, chambers of commerce and other 
groups mentioned who compose this organization, I am here to state to this 
committee that this organization is of the firm opinion that the general economy 
of this whole region surrounding this dam and its reservoir will be greatly bene 
fited by the early completion of the McGee Bend Dam. 

The overwhelming majority of opinion above and below the dam, is in favor 
of immediate construction of the McGee Bend Dam and we recommend to this 
committee approval of the $4 million appropriation for next year’s construction 
as is asked in the President's budget. 


STATEMENT OF LYLZ VICKERS ON BEHALF OF THE FRESH WATER SUPPLY COM MITTEE 
OF THE Port ARTHUR, TEXx., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE CONCERNING REQUESTS 
FOR APPROPRIATIONS FOR MCGEE BEND DAM AND RESERVOIR, ANGELINA RIVER, 
TEx. 


My name is Lyle Vickers and I am the executive vice president of the Port 


Arthur, Tex., Chamber of Commerce. 

In the early 1920's, some forward thinking individuals in Port Arthur and the 
surrounding area, recognized the absolute need for making plans to provide 
storage for substantial quantities of fresh water ; this for the future development 
of the already existing petroleum plants in the Port Arthur area and Beaumont 
area. Others were convinced of the future necessity and joined with the early 
planners through the years until 1945. The River and Harbor Act approved March 
2, 1945 (Public Law 14, 79th Cong., Ist sess.) authorized construction of McGee 
Bend Dam and Reservoir, on the Angelina River, Tex., as 1 of the 4 elements of a 
project for flood control, hydroelectric power and other water uses in accord- 
ance with the plans presented in Senate Document 98, 76th Congress, Ist session. 

During World War II, a critical water-supply situation developed in the lower 
Neches Valley for defense industries and essential civilian requirements. The 
War Production Board on July 12, 1945, recommended the immediate construction 
of dam B (1 of the other 3 elements of the approved project) exclusive of power 
facilities, as a means of alleviating the water shortage. Construction began in 
April 1947 and the reservoir was placed in operation in May 1951. 

Dam B reservoir, when full, makes about 93,000 acre-feet of conservation water 
available. This available water saved our industries during drought periods each 
year since 1951 but no additional water has been available for expansion of our 
petro-chemical industries or for new ones. 

The Port Arthur Chamber of Commerce, on behalf of the people in South Jef- 
ferson County, Tex., continued to work with others in the McGee Bend Dam De- 
velopment Association to secure from Congress appropriations for the early 
construction of the McGee Bend Dam and Reservoir—this because our industries 
could not survive unless they expanded and they could not expand unless this 
second element of the approved project was under construction. 

From 1951 through 1954 there was practically no expansion of facilities as 
no definite guaranty of fresh water could be made for the supplier—the lower 
Neches Valley Authority. 

Last year, in 1955, Congress appropriated $1.5 million for construction of the 
McGee Bend phase of the project. This was the signal the stockholders of our in- 
dustries were awaiting. Immediately, they authorized the spending of over $100 
million for new construction—as of today, all of this is now under construction. 
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President Eisenhower included an additional $4 million for construction in his 
1956 budget and asked that McGee Bend Dam and Reservoir be placed in opera- 
tion by 1961. Once again, immediately our industries placed a number of multi- 
million dollar projects under contract. This all because of the appropriation 
made to begin actual construction of this almost 11-year-approved project. 

The industries of which I speak are the Atlantic Refining Co., the Gulf Oil 
Corp., the Pure Oil Co., the Texas Co., the Koppers Co., the Jefferson Chemical Co., 
the Neches Butane Co., the Goodrich-Gulf Co., the Texas-United States Chemical 
Co., and some smaller ones. None of these companies can exist without an ade- 
quate supply of fresh water. 

These industries pay to the United States Government, untold millions of 
dollars in excise taxes and have a payroll of over $180 million annually. Of 
course, income taxes are paid by the workers which amounts to several million 
dollars per year—naturally these payrolls have a tremendous impact on the 
economy of the entire east Texas region as it furnishes a market for produce, 
poultry, and other farm products. 

During the years of working to secure an adequate water supply and in par- 
ticular during the past 10 years since this project has been approved by Congress, 
not one person in South Jefferson County, Tex. (more than 103,000 people) has 
offered a single objection to any one of the elements of the project. 

Gentlemen, the more than 103,000 people living in South Jefferson County, Tex., 
are united in their request that the McGee Bend Dam and Reservoir be completed 
as requested in the President’s budget by 1960 and that the $4 million be included 
in the 1956-57 appropriations, we are unanimous. 


STATEMENT OF U. J. GAJAN, GENERAL MANAGER SOUTHWEST LOUISIANA ELECTRIC 
MEMBERSHIP Corp. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is U. J. Gaian. I 
am general manager of the Southwest Louisiana Electric Membership Corp., the 
largest rural electric distribution cooperative in the Nation, serving in excess of 
24,000 farm families and other rural establishments in southwest Louisiana. I 
live in Lafayette, La., and our headquarters are in that city. 

I appear before you in my capacity as general manager of our rural electric 
association, also as a member of the advisory committee on power for the South- 
west, representing the rural electric cooperatives in Louisiana. Our activities 
are directed to problems of promoting an orderly and planned development of 
power supply and power requirements on the wholesale level. 


M’GEE BEND DAM 


Our appearance before you today is in behalf of additional appropriations for 
the construction of McGee Bend Dam, in southeast Texas, located on the Angelina 
River. In 1955, the United States Congress saw fit to appropriate $1.5 million 
to begin construction on this worthy project. To date the United States Army 
engineers have not spent—nor have they obligated the $1.5 million authorized 
and approved by the Congress for fiscal 1956. 

For fiscal year 1957, the President included in his budget to Congress, a request 
for $4 million for construction of McGee Bend Dam. We heartily endorse and 
support this request. 

McGee Bend Dam, will have a capacity of 45,000-kilowatts with 115 million 
average kilowatt-hours per year. The Army engineers estimate the value of this 
power at $804,000. Gulf States Utilities Co. of Beaumont, Tex., made a previous 
firm offer of $800,000 for this power. ‘Their offer was introduced into the record 
in 1955. Subsequently, Gulf States Utilities Co., revised their offer and lowered it 
to $765,548. We appreciate the offer made by Gulf States Utilities Co. to pur- 
chase this power. However, it would not come up to the estimated value placed 
upon this power by the Corps of Engineers in the amount of $804,000. 

At a meeting of the board of directors, of the Tex-La Electric Cooperatives, 
an organization consisting of the rural electric distribution cooperatives in 
east Texas and Louisiana, held on March 15, 1956, Tex-La agreed to purchase 
all of the power from McGee Beend Dam for the sum of $804,000 as per values 
set by the Army engineers. This is in accordance with the Flood Control Act 
giving the cooperatives, municipalities, and other public bodies preference to 
the power generated at the multipurpose dams. 


es ee 
Steak Be . 


cond acter 





CT Se ar oO 


1 
J 
3 
t 
9 
















At the present time all of the rural electric cooperatives in Louisiana and 
East Texas are purchasing all of their power requirements from the commercial 
utility companies. The commercial utility companies have increased the cost 
of power to the cooperatives, in a new contract, forced upon the cooperatives in 
1955. This increase would amount to 1.2 mills over a 10-year period. Hence, 
our absolute need for other sources of power in order that we can maintain stable 
rates to our farmers-members. 

In the past few years farmers have been hard hit economically through low- 
ered income in the past few years. Certainly, it would not be economically 
possible or feasible for the cooperatives to saddle an extra burden on the farmers 
by increasing their rates for their electrical requirements. 


SUMMARY 





In summary we fully support the request of the President in his budget for 
$4 million for construction of McGee Bend Dam. We respectfully request and 
urge your favorable consideration and approval of these funds in order that 
construction may begin on McGee Bend Dam. 


Water supply is becoming a grave problem, not only to our farmers of America 
but also the people living in cities and smaller communities. It would appear 
that it is a moral responsibility of Congress to support and promote an aggressive 
conservation program of our water resources, together with the utilization of 
this water for productive purposes in the generation of hydroelectric power. 
Our natural resources are our most previous possessions. Only through the 
wisdom of Congress and other elected and appointed officials can these resources 
be preserved and utilized for our present generation and generations to come. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Jensen. How many acres of the land would the reservoir 
inundate ¢ 

Mr. Brooks. Approximately 129,000 acres for the permanent pool. 

Mr. Jensen. What kind of land is that? 

Mr. Brooks. Primarily bottom land on the rivers and tributaries 
which are the lowest land that would be covered. 

Mr. Jensen. How much is being tilled / 

Mr. Brooks. Very little would be tilled. It is primarily timber- 
land. That is not bottom land in the sense of farmland. It is hard- 
wood land. On the edges, you get into better pinelands. 

Mr. Jensen. How much of this $50,200,000 estimated cost of this 
project will be reimbursed ? 

Mr. Brooxs. The LNVA people are going to reimburse or put up 
towards the payment of that approximately $15 million. That is the 
ilocal contribution that we went over last year. 

Mr. Jensen. I remember that. I mean the payment-—the total 
amount that would be reimbursed. 

Mr. Brooxs. All of the power costs in full will be reimbursed. 

Mr. JenseN. What percent is charged off ? 

Mr. Fasterrine. $260,000; that is annually. The annual benefit 
is $260,000. 

Mr. Jensen. Over the life of the payout period? What is the 
payout period on this? 

Mr. Brooks. 50 years. 

Mr. Jensen. Over the life of the payoff period, what will be the 
amount that will be charged off ? 

Mr. Brooks. Offhand, I do not have that figure. 

Mr. Kastrerttna. The figure which the Corps of Engineers have 
supplied, I believe, indicate the annual benefits are $260,000 a year. 

Mr. Jensen. What is your benefit-to-cost ratio ? 

Mr. Brooks. 1.39. I believe that was the latest appraisal of the 
Corps of Engineers. 
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Mr. Jensen. The books show 1.39 here for the benefit-to-cost ratio 
on page 67. 

Mr. Brooks. I believe 1.39 is correct. 

Mr. Boxtann. Do you have another witness? 

Mr. Brooxs. We have no further witnesses. 

At this time, I would like to enter a statement in opposition to the 
pean that was passed by the executive committee of the Texas 

umber Manufacturers Association on March 13, 1956. It was sent 
to me by one of my leading constituents who happens to be opposed to 
this, a Mr. A. E. Cudlipp, who is secretary-treasurer of the lumber 
manufacturers association. It is a resolution which is 100 percent 
opposed to the dam. They want it to be studied further. 

Mr. JENSEN. Does it inundate some good logging timber ? 

Mr. Brooks. Yes, sir, some hardwood in the bottom land and some 
of the pine timber on the uplands. 

Mr. Botanp. We will accept it for the record. 

(The resolution referred to follows:) 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the proposed McGee Bend Dam project located on the Angelina River, 
in the counties of Angelina, San Augustine, Jasper, Sabine, and Nacogdoches, 
would take from production permanently 129,000 acres of excellent timber- 
growing land and lessen the productive capacity on an additional 40,000 acres 
on which flowage easements are proposed to be acquired ; and 

Whereas such loss of timberlands would result in a loss to the economy of 
the counties affected, a minimum of $4 million annually through decreased 
production of forest products, and reduced payroll; and 

Whereas such loss could not be offset by benefits as calculated by the pro- 
ponents of the project ; and 

Whereas the benefits of the project are largely dependent upon the sale of 
water for the irrigation of rice, and 

Whereas the Federal Govrnment has adopted a policy of reduction of the 
allotment of rice acreage for reasons of overproduction, and is subsidizing the 
rice grower at the expense of the taxpayer; and 

Whereas production of hydroelectric power is uneconomic in projects of this 
design; and 

Whereas forest products industries are a major industry in Texas, employing 
14 percent of the State’s industrial workers, and contributing a value in manu- 
factured products in excess of $460 million annually: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Texas Lumber Manufacturers Association go on record as 
being opposed to this wasteful project, and urge that their members express a 
recommendation to their representatives in Washington that funds for this 
project be withheld until such time as further study can be made by the Corps 
of Army engineers. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, I would like to introduce to the committee some 
folks who are opposed to the bill. I am not in accord with their views. 
I unfortunately cannot agree with them. 

They are representing and are here at the behest of one of East 
Texas’ most noted industrialists and lumbermen, Mr. E. L. Kurth, of 
Lufkin, Tex. They are: Mr. Paul Hursey, who is manager of the 
Woodland division of the Southland Paper Mills and manager of the 
Jasper division of the Angelina County Lumber Co.; Mr. H. F. New- 
nam, of Houston, Tex., who is a former colonel in the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers, former member of the Hoover Commission 
on Water Resources, and now with consulting engineers Lockwood, 
Andrews & Newnam, of Houston, Victoria, and Corpus Christi, Tex. 
Also, Mr. Ralph W. Kittel, of New York City, who is an attorney for 
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the International Paper Co.; and Mr. Albert G. Hall, of Washington, 
D. C., with the American Forestry Association. 

At this time I would like to present Mr. H. F. Newnam, who will 
make an opening statement. 


STATEMENT OF H. F. NEWNAM 


Mr. Newnam. In order to give you all the gist of this engineering 
study, may I give one of these booklets to each member of the com- 
mittee. 

I will just try to give you the gist of this. While I am doing it, 
will you turn to figure No. 1 near the back. It needs to be pulled out. 

On this map here, at the upper right hand side, you will see where 
the project is located. It is a little map of the State. It is close to the 
east border line, half way up the state from the Oklahoma line. 

Mr. Botanp. Have you been befere any other committee of Congress 
in opposition to this particular item? 

Mr. Newnam. No, sir. 

Mr. Botanp. Has anyone from that area been here in opposition to 

when it was first advanced or suggested ? 

Mr. Hursry. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Just to clarify the record, may I point out, Mr. Boland, 
that on November 12, 1946, when they had public hearings in Jasper, 
ten miles from the proposed site, the majority of people that these men 
represent opposed the dam. 

Personally, to me, they have been opposed to it and want it cut in 
size at this point or delay the continuation of this project for further 
study as an alternative. 

Mr. Newnam. We are an engineering firm and we have been asked 
to analyze this program. I do not know that we are technically in 
opposition. I am pointing out that it does need restudy. 

As Congressman Brooks said, it was conceived about 17 years ago 
and the definite project report of the Corps of Engineers was made 
10 years ago. The Corps has made the revision of their costs and 
benefits and furnished that data to us, which was used in this study. 

To show you the picture of this project as it stands now, on this 
figure No. 1, the area in blue and the area in yellow both together 
comprise the 129,000 acres that they are proposing to purchase in feet. 

The area in green is an additional 46,000 acres on which flowage 
easements will be purchased. 

Mr. Botanp. The blue and the yellow ? 

Mr. Newnam. The blue and the yellow are 129,000. 

Mr. Botanp. In the legend there you have in yellow- 

Mr. Newnam. The yellow includes the blue in that total of 129,000. 

This is a tremendous-sized dam and also storage capacity. It will 
be larger than anything in Texas. It will be larger than Lake Tex- 
arkana. A majority of this land here is owned by the national forest 
and the private lumber mill interests and the private paper mill in- 
terests. It is in their permanent yield setups for their plants, and 
they have added a great deal of capital investment, based upon using 
this land. 

It would be disastrous if this much is taken away. 

The green is not going to be too detrimental to them. 
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If you will turn to figure No. 2, I can show you the essence of this 
project. The two figures on the left-hand side are taken directly from 
the Corps of Engineers definite project report with their current revi- 
sions in it. The top is a pictorial view showing a cross-section of the 
dam. It shows the different pools it comprises. 

The bottom is a more realistic figure hatin storage in the Colo- 
‘ado areas. The valley does not hold much water down at the bottom. 

The lower left-hand figure you see, the brown, is dead storage. 
There is a million and a half acre-feet. of dead storage on only 50,000 
acres of that, which is for siltation. The rest is just to get the water 
up high enough to make a power dam out of it, so almost a million and 
a half acres are through just to get the water up and will not be used 
for anything. 

The next pool is blue is 1,183,000 for water and power conservation. 
That will go through the penstock and furnish power, about one-half 
of it being effective for water supply, because in order to sell this 
power, you have to return the power lots of times when it cannot be 
captured. About one-half of it will be usable. 

The yellow is the flood storage to catch the design flood and hold it. 
The green is a surcharge for the maximum design flood of record when 
the flood storage poo! 1s filled. 

In the upper left-hand corner, you will see the fee land at elevation. 
It represents the elevation of a 5-year flood in the flood storage pool. 

The Corps of Engineers say they have not analyzed the separate 
benefit of cost and power and water, so we have done that. We have 
used their figures, we have used their costs which have been brought 
up to date, and we have figured out the dam to be needed to furnish 
everything except the power, and that is on the right-hand side. 

You will notice that we have a dead storage of 50,000 acre-feet for 
siltation, lower right-hand figure there. We have about 855,000 acre- 
feet for water and the analysis is in there. In the interest of time I 
will not go into it. This will give a greater water supply at Beaumont. 

The flood-control storage is exactly the same as any other; the sur- 
charge is the same, the maximum discharge at greater flood is the same. 

If you will turn to figure No. 1 again: The dam would be shown 
over on the right. It is a dam that is 12 feet below the other one, but 
the fee land purchased would be as you see in the upper right-hand 
figure, which is 20 feet below the feet purchased. In other words, a 
5-year flood would only require up to 149 against 169 in the pres- 
ent map. 

Mr. JeNseEN. How many acres more would they have to buy under 
the Bureau’s program than under your engineers’ program ? 

Mr. Newnam. I was just getting ready to show that. Under this 
dam, without power, they will purchase the blue, which is 70,400 
acres in fee. 

Mr. Jensen. Under your plan? 

Mr. Newnam. Yes, sir. They woud purchase 70,586 less. The 
yellow would be the acreage that they would get flowage easements 
on, which would be 58,600 acres. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you contend they will generate as much power ? 

Mr. Newnam. Under this alternate, they will not generate any. 

In figure No. 1, where the yellow is indicated, you find the power- 
lines and the railroads, and we have pipelines, and we found by ana- 
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lyzing them separately out of the Corps of Engineers, we cut the cost 
from $10 million to $5 million. Of course, you have a smaller dam 
and you have the power installation of $7,600,000. 

On page 22 

Mr. Jensen. How do you plan to pay the job out ? 

Mr. Newnam. I will come to that in just 1 second. 

On page 22 it shows the total for the dam as now planned, $50 
million. It shows exactly how the production is made. The dam, 
without power, is $28,468,000. This is total construction cost. In 
other words, the power segment of this dam is costing $21,773,000. 

On page 27 it shows the benefit-to-cost ratio. It is a summary sheet. 
These are all using the Engineer Corps’ figures, but our analysis is 
with the dam without power. 

The authorized project has a benefit to cost ratio of 1.39. The al- 
ternate over in the right-hand column, the alternate plan without 
power, would have a benefit to cost ratio of 1.89 and, therefore, the 
benefit to cost ratio of power only is 0.89, considerably under unity. 

Incidentally, this is the most optimistic look at it because we have 
added in a considerable amount of recreation that is due to the upper 
part of this lake, assuming, if you cut the size, you cut the recreation, 
fish, and wildlife benefits way down. We actually think it will be 
considerably less. 

The cost of a gas-fired, of which there is plenty of gas down there, 
steam-generating plant to have the same installed capacity, 45,000 
kilowatts would cost somewhere between 6 and 6.5 million. In other 
words, it would be less than a third of the power into this demand 
which is $21,700,000. 

The annual cost in benefits would be about the same if it is just used 
for the heat and power. If you build a steam plant, you would use 
it a lot more and it would have a more favorable benefit-ratio. 

Mr. JensEN. Steady power? 

Mr. Newnam. Yes, sir. Actually, you would be coming out even 
with the gas-generating power at considerably less annual report, 
$89,989; that is used for peak power. It would have far more power 
if a steam plant were built. 

You will see according to our analysis that if the Federal Govern- 
ment puts power on this project, they stand to lose the difference be- 
tween $991,000 and $1,066,000, or $25,000 a year, approximately, from 
the power segment of this dam. 

There is one other feature and that is that since this was conceived 
and the recent analysis of cost, the Corp has eliminated the clearing 
out of this. To clear this up to the top of power and water pool 
would cost an additional $13 million. That is the figure they gave us. 
That would vun this benefit to cost ratio down to 1.2. We feel that 
the clearing is needed here for these people in Beaumont. 

Mr. Jexsen. What do they pay? 

Mr. Newnam. They are just getting it out of the river flow. 

Mr. Jensen. What will they pay? 

Mr. Newnam. I cannot answer that question. The city probably 
has prior rights and they probably will not have to pay anything until 
they get something additional out of this dam. You need to clear a 
reservoir area before you can make a suitable reservoir, and this would 


reduce the cost ratio benefit down to 1.69. 
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In view of this, we feel that the Federal Government should not 
appropriate more money to put $21 million in to build a plant that 
the Federal Government or anybody else could build a steam plant for 
at $6.5 million or less, and that the benefits would be greater from the 
steam plant at the much lower capital cost ; and that the reservoir needs 
clearing and we are just suggesting that this project ought to be re- 
analyzed by the Corps of Engineers. 

Please bear in mind also that they have told us that they have not 
analyzed to see what the separate cost ratio would be of each of these 
segments. We have made the analysis here and we would like to 
present this report and that recommendation. 

I might add one more word on dam B. It is part of their total plan 
and its principal purpose originally was a reregulating dam to re- 
regulate daily and weekend flows. It is a very small dam compared to 
this. However, it was justified and built on its water supply ad- 
vantages alone, and in their present analysis of McGee Bend Dam 
the Corps of Engineers does not take dam B into account as a cost 
or benefit. They are evaluating McGee Bend alone. 

I will be happy to answer any questions which any of you gentlemen 
may have. 

Mr. Taner. Would this alternate plan that you propose provide the 
same water use that the engineers’ plan would with the exception 
of the power ? 

Mr. Newnam. It would provide a better supply. 

If you will look at figure No. 3, you will see that we have run both 
of these plans through the reservoir. through the driest period of 
record which is from July 1916 through December 1918. Based upon 
that, the gray area down here indicates the usable flow during that 
period that is available and that you can capture with pumps and use. 

The yellow is the power releases according to the Corps of Engi- 
neers schedule of power releases that will be wasted. It 1s above the 
demand. The heavy black line is the demand taken. This is the 
demand that they say is down there by months. The yellow is what 
would be wasted through power releases. The blue crosshatched area 
is the power releases that would be used. The blue that is not cross- 
hatched is the deficiency. 

Mr. Taser. Do you mean the water that would be used for power is 
represented by the blue? 

Mr. Newman. That is the water used downstream after used for 
power. That is the water that would be used for the water demand 
uses downstream. That is the blue and crosshatched. We show that 
they do not fulfill the demand when you take into account losses and 
unavailability to capture all of it. That is the way we demand the 
water supply in this alternate plan to release what is in the blue cross- 
hatched area plus the blue that is not crosshatched. In other words, 
vou get greater use out of a water reservoir that is not making power. 
You just hold it until you need it. If you have power and have power 
sales, you have to release it. They are making the power releases 
tending to somewhat meet the needs downstream, but you cannot do 
that because you do not know when your driest period is going to be. 
When this is run through record, it will give a much more dependable 
supply stream. 
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I can vouch for their need for water down there because Beaumont 
is my hometown. 

Mr. Taser. Can you tell us any of the principal benefits of the 
waterpower supply portion of the project? 

Is it irrigation? Is it industrial use? 

Mr. Newnam. I can only quote from page 26 of the progress report. 
This is volume 1, page 26: 

This firm flow would be allocated to various uses as follows: Rice culture, 
including advanced loss, 1,900 second-feet ; municipal and industrial water sup- 
ply, 160 second-feet ; salinity and pollution control, 140,000 second-feet. 

This is a definite progress report on which they base their demand 
and benefits, which is largely on rice culture. 

Mr. Taper. Mr. Chairman, we certainly ought to have in the record 
that table that is on page 22 and the statement that goes along with it 
for the next few pages. In fact, we ought to have t: able 5 on page 24, 
and I would think pages 25, 26, and 27 ‘should also be inserted in the 
record. 

Mr. Botanp, Without objection, they will be entered in the record. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


SUMMARY OF CONSTRUCTION COSTS 


A comparison of the total estimated costs of dams and reservoirs constructed 
under the two alternate plans, and for power only, is shown in the following table 
4, “Estimated construction costs.” 


TABLE 4.—Estimated construction costs 


Purpose and costs 


| 
—_ 


Water Water 

jconservation,) conservation 

flood control,; and flood Power only 
and power ! control (1—2 


1 2 


. Lands and damages- seams $8, 244, 200 $5, 240, 800 $3, 003, 400 
Relocations eee , ; | , 506, 800 5, 180, 100 5, 326, 700 
. Reservoir clearing. -- ‘ id ; , 086, 900 , 086, 900 

Dam. ; | }, 674, 900 13, 337, 600 3, 337, 300 
. Powerplant. -------- ba 7, 670, 700 70, 700 
Roads.-- ee 63, 000 63, 000 
Levees _. 327, 600 230, 000 7, 600 
Buildings, grounds, and utilities 189, 000 189, 000 
. Permanent operating equipment. 54, 100 54, 100 
. Engineering and design 2, 694, 600 , 523, 000 
. Supervision and administration 2, 688, 200 , 522, 200 


Oe oo he 


Con 


_ 
_ 


50, 200, 000 28, 426, 700 


1From Fort Worth District Office of Corps of Engineers 


ANNUAL COSTS 


Annual costs, a composite of fixed costs plus other costs, has been furnished 
for the authorized project by the Fort Worth District Office, Corps of Engineers. 
For comparative purposes, corresponding annual costs have been calculated for 
the alternate plan. The difference shows the annual costs and annual benefits 
for power only. In order to keep all cost figures on an equal basis, the following 
procedures were used in calculating for the alternate plan: 

1. The total cost to be amortized and which is interest-bearing was calculated 
by adding to the estimated construction cost the interest during the construction 
period (2.5 percent for 2.5 years). This rate and period are identical with those 
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used by the corps, although it is likely that the smaller project would be more 
quickly constructed, in particular view of the fact that the time required for 
procurement of specially built hydroelectric generators is generally a critical 
factor in scheduling construction operations for projects including hydroelectric 
power. 

2. The annual costs of amortization and interest were calculated as the identi- 
cal percentages of cost to be amortized used by the Corps of Engineers. 

3. The annual cost of operation and maintenance, as furnished by the corps, 
has been allotted on a basis of 50 percent for power and an equal amount for 
water conservation and flood control. This allocation is based on the recom- 
mended operation and maintenance organization included in the definite project 
report, which indicates that approximately one-half the total personnel required 
will be engaged in power production and maintenance of the powerplant. This 
analysis probably is conservative in that an insufficient share of this cost is allo- 
cated to power production as this annual cost undoubtedly contains a substantial 
item for supplies, such as lubricants and minor electrical items, and the propor- 
tion of cost of such items used in the powerhouse will undoubtedly exceed one- 
half of the cost of all such expenditures. 

4. The annual cost of major replacements, as furnished by the corps, has been 
allocated between the two plans on a basis of three-fourths for replacement of 
power production equipment and one-fourth for replacement of other equipment. 
This distribution, upon consideration of the complexity and moving-part charac- 
teristics of the equipment required for the powerplant, seems fair and reasonable ; 
however, a different distribution of this item of annual cost will make little 
significant change in comparative costs, since it is of minor magnitude ($20,000 
per annum). 

5. The annual cost of taxes foregone is one that is chargeable to power alone, 
since it is an item included to compensate for the loss of taxes which would be 
collected on power production by private means, which will be replaced by the 
power-production features of the proposed multipurpose plan. 

The annual costs for each plan, calculated by means described above, are shown 
in the following table 5, “Annual costs.” 


TABLE 5.—Annual costs 








Estimated annual costs 











Item om cncall Water 
tion. fi : i conserva- Power 
tion. ood, | ‘tion and | only? 
power i flood control | 
1. Estimated construction cost -_.-..-.-.-----------------------| $50,200,000 | $28, 426. 700 $21, 773, 300 
Oh eee Site bape enn shew dn webs ae 53, 337, 500 30, 203, 400 23, 134, 100 
0 eee ee ne ieanine eae 2 1, 333, 400 755, 100 578, 400 
is ce cadieinsckcagesenseknws evenpevauansercan 547, 000 309, 800 237, 300 
5. Operation and maintenance --_--------- eked coin eonats ae oe 211, 200 105, 600 105, 600 
6. Major replacement-.-- Ling Reise RaWene Utada tn mame die -| 20, 000 5, 000 | 15, 000 
7. Taxes foregone ------- ~ SeRDES ck akens LR UWdewheeeewes 255, 000 0 255, 000 
B, ARIA GOGb... <. o ones a wa scncasenarensswenccsecescnnwavansns 2, 366, 600 1, 175, 500 1, 191, 300 


1 From Fort Worth District Office, Corps of Engineers. 
2 By subtraction. 


: BENEFITS 
Annual benefits 


Annual benefits which would accrue from the construction of the authorized 
project, revised and brought to date, were furnished by the Fort Worth District 
Office, Corps of Engineers. These estimated annual benefits were itemized and 
consisted of benefits accruing from flood control, power, water supply and other 
water uses, including receration and fish and wildlife. With the exception of the 
indirect benefits of recreation, fish and wildlife, each benefit is due to a major 
purpose fulfilled by each plan and has been directly allocated to such purpose 
without change. 

Certain of the benefits accruing from recreation and fish and wildlife are due 
to the creation of any large body of water and will not be reduced by the differ- 
ence in the two plans. Other benefits accruing from these items are a function of 
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the minimum average pool maintained and, consequently, will be greater for the 
reservoir providing for power. A division of the benefits accruing from this 
item has been made on the basis of an allocation of 40 percent of the total 
benefits to power only, because the power increment requires a considerably 
larger surface area. Since some of these benefits are due to recreational facilities 
such as swimming, camping, and picnicking, which will not be appreciably im- 
paired by the reduction in size of the lake; and others, such as boating will be 
only slightly reduced, it is felt that the 40 percent of total benefit allocated to 
power only is the maximum allowance possible. A comparison of the benefits dis 
tributed among the two plans and for power only is shown in the following table 
6, “Anual benefits.” 


TABLE 6.—Annual benefits 


} 
Annual benefits 


Major purpose 
| Flood 
control 


Water Recrea 


’ tion, Total 
supply et cetera 


Power 


1. Water conservation flood control, power ! | $260, 400 | $898, 800 | $1,716,000 | $418, 600 $3, 203, 800 
2. Water conservation and flood control *f | 260, 400 0 1, 716, 000 251, 200 2. 227, 600 
3. Power only 2... ago 0 898, 800 0 167, 400 1, 066, 200 


| 
| 


1 From Fort Worth District Office, Corps of Engineers. 
2 By subtraction, 


Comparison with gas-electric power 

An approximate check has been made on the reasonableness of the direct an- 
nual benefits assigned to the hydroelectric power by making a rough preliminary 
estimate of the annual cost for an equivalent gas-fired, steam generating electric 
powerplant used for peaking power only. The estimated cost has been based 
upon published average figures which is believed to give a conservatively high 
initial cost for this plant. 

The plant estimated is a 45,000-kilowatt gas-electric, which would be considered 
a small unit in comparison with the usual steam plants in the region. Indoor 
construction has been assumed because of its small size. The annual benefits 
and costs of such a hypothetical steam generating powerplant are based upon 
the same use for peaking power only, as is usual for hydroelectric power in this 
region; whereas the annual cost per kilowatt would be materially reduced if 
additional use is made of the steam plant, which would undoubtedly be the case 
should it be built. 

It is estimated that such a gas-electric plant can be constructed at a unit cost 
of approximately $145 per installed kilowatt. The total construction cost would 
be 45,000 kilowatts times $145 or $6,525,000. 

For comparison with the hydroelectric power, the following estimated annual 
cost for this hypothetical gas-electric plant is based on a 50-year life: 


Annual cost of gas-electric power 


$6, 525, 000 
326, 000 


Interest and amortization 293, 000 
Operation and maintenance 328, 000 
Major replacements 50, 000 

255, 000 


Total annual cost 926, 000 

It will be noted that the estimated annual cost of $926,000 for this gas-electric 

plant is slightly greater than the annual benefits of $898,800 assigned to the hydro- 

electric power. Since the former is considered to be conservatively high, this is 

considered to verify the reasonableness of the direct annual benefits assigned to 

hydroelectric power and, also, to indicate that these latter benefits of $898,800 are 
75294—56—pt. 1 18 





272 


about the maximum that could be directly assigned to the proposed hydroelectric 
power. 


Summary comparison of costs and benefits 


The usual measure to indicate the economic feasibility of a project is the ratio 
of annual benefits to annual costs. A ratio in excess of unity indicates economic 
feasibility, whereas a ratio of less than unity indicates the project is not economi- 
eally justified. 

Following is a summary of the annual costs and the annual benefits with the 
computed benefit-cost ratio in table 7, Benefit-cost ratios. 


TABLE 7.—Benefit-cost ratios 


il ceeciic tance gnanes : enn 








Project | Annual cost | —_ —— 
sil eisai alemcoiitia ieoelias eae saiceesceicaegetiaes fei — = = | : % be 
IIE NOI hn ears rae eea dan eee enee meen $2, 366,600 | $3, 293, 800 1.39 
eR so eckénwecaoes+ceevgenese ari dened piieaent 1, 175, 500 2, 227, 600 1. 89 
NIN San cookie toa naobwndbbivadkia chien tbeanidisanene 1, 191, 300 | 1, 066, 200 . 89 


1 From Corps of Engineers. 


Mr. Newnam. I think I have covered the gist of it here. It needs 
some elaboration, but unless you have some questions, I will stop. 

We have made a careful analysis of the water supply, and while the 
corps in doing it more thoroughly would probably come up with some 
different answers, we have both the authorized project and the alter- 
nate plan on the same basis. If the lines I showed you on figure 3 
are moved up and down, they will move these statistics accordingly. 

Mr. Taser. Have you submitted it to the corps? 

Mr. Newnam. No, sir; we barely had time to get it finished for this 
hearing. 

Mr. Jensen. Would you give the committee some idea of your 
company’s experience in this field? 

Mr. Newman. We have continuously worked on water supply proj- 
ects. A more recent one that I will use as an example is this: Our 
firm was engaged to make a review of the 5-dam Brazos River proj- 
ects that will probably come before this committee. 

I do not know if they were proposed to make a loan to the Corps of 
Engineers. We made a complete analysis of that 5-dam project from 
the water supply on the top of the upper watershed down to below. 

I was chief of the engineering district of the Galveston district for 
3 years, in which I had charge at that time of all of the planning of 
the civil works we were considering from 1941 to 1944 and also get- 
ting out contract plans and specification. 

Mr. Jensen. How long have you been in this business? 

Mr. Newnam. [I have been with this firm for 10 years. 

Mr. JenseEN. Who employed you to make this study ? 

Mr. Newnam. These lumber interests that are listed on the front 
sheet of this document. 

Mr. Jensen. About 10 years ago, the engineers had a project in 
California and Ben Krimm testified before this subcommittee and, 
with the exception of hydroelectric power produced on the Columbia 
River, that hydroelectric power was the most expensive kind of power 
that could be produced. Then he was taken off that job and was 
finally put down as engineer for the Southeastern Power Administra- 
tion, and he testified again before the committee about 5 years later. 
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I asked Mr. Krimm if he remembered that statement and I asked him 
if he still believed that, and he said, “Absolutely; it is a fact.” 

In this instance, I must say that since this dam is located in Texas 
so close to the supply of natural gas, which is certainly a cheap fuel 
to make steam power, I think I can see right now, and I do not hesi- 

tate to say so, that it would appear to me that the people in that area 
might be ‘better off over the long pull by following the recommenda- 
tions of your organization rather than the original plan. I am not 
ready to say that I have conclusively made up my mind to that effect 
yet, but I think you have made a good case, Mr. Newnam, and I say 
that before my friend there, Mr. “Brooks, who is my friend and : 
great guy. 

Mr. “Brooks. You know the incremental cost of power was $762,000. 
We had an offer from Gulf States Utilities Co., of Beaumont, in that 
area for $765,000 and an offer from the Tex-La Co-op last week for 
$804,000, either of which would more than cover the complete cost of 
putting the power in as allocated by the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Newnam. The Corps of Engineers told us they never analyzed 
the cost of power. No figures are shown in their report. I think the 
only figure you will find is our figure on page 27, which says that it 
only costs $i million. This is based on the breakdown of what it takes 
to buid one without it. 

I would like to verify one thing. I do not make that same statement 
that all hydroelectric power is not satisfactory. 

I think each project has to be analyzed on its own merits. Our 
analysis of this one shows it is not economical. 

Where you mix hydroelectric power with steam power, in most 
instances they supplement each other, and by the right kind of admin- 
istration it has been proven that that system has worked wonder- 
fully well. 

Mr. Brooks. That is why Gulf States Utilities was willing to bid. 
They plan to use it as peaking power in conjunction with their steam- 
power facilities lower down on the Neches River. That is exactly 
what they have planned. 

Mr. Jensen. I have not made up my mind completely. 

Mr. Puitiis. You touched rather casually on a couple of items 
that interested me. Did I understand you to say that in making up 
the benefit to ratio the Corps of Engineers had not figured in cer- 
tain costs? 

Mr. Newnam. I said they have not figured the cost of the power 
segment. We have accepted their figures in this thing. Some of them 
may be open to debate, but we have not questioned a one. 

Incidentally this benefit-cost ratio for power of 0.89 that we come 
up with is based not upon being able to sell it for $804,000 a year that 
you mentioned but being able to sell it eventually for $898,000, which 
is what the Southeastern Power Administration said they would 
attempt to get for it. If you get less than that, the benefit-cost ratio 
is lower. 

Mr. Taner. How much is involved in this timber that is to be 
taken over ? 

Mr. Newnam. Mr. Hursey, could you answer that? 

Mr. Hursry. The Corps of Engineers made an estimate that it 
would be 300 million feet to come off the acres to be inundated. 
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The estimate on that pine stumpage is from $40 to $50 a thousand 
and hardwood from $10 to $20 a thousand. 

Mr. Taser. How much would that run? Can you just give us an 
estimate ¢ 

Mr. Brooks. To buy it? 

Mr. Taser. Yes. You could not take over this property without 
paying its fair value, of course. 

Mr. Brooks. We anticipated last year, as soon as the amounts were 
available on the exact lines of what property was involved—I mailed 
them the first day, and they, of course, will be entitled to clear cut 
their land. They can cut all of the sawtimber; they can cut the 
pulp timber and hardwood, all of the merchantable timber. 

Mr. Taser. When would that have to be completed ¢ 

Mr. Brooks. They could do it within the next 5 years. The national 
forest is involved. They have 28,000 acres of land, and they could cut 
their timber that is going to be flooded within the next 5 5 years. Then 
they could get a maximum growth, and the Government would buy, in 
effect cut-over land of which all the merchantable timber had been 
removed, including pulpwood, right down to 4-inch timber, so the 
exact amount of timber that would be cut off is not the total considera- 
tion. We would not buy the timber because we would then have to cut 
it; it would give them an opportunity to cut it and process it in their 
own mills. 

Mr. Taner. Is that the way you understand it, Mr. Hursey ? 

Mr. Horsey. I might add that it is much more important than the 
volume of 300 million feet that would come off the area. We estimated 
that the annual growth on that footage would be at about 6 percent 
per annum, which would make an annual growth of about 6 million 
feet of timber. That is based on a growth rate of approximately 
155,000 acre-feet per year. The Forest Service owns 168,000 acre-feet, 
and they estimate their annual growth to be 440 board-feet per acre, 
so you can see thereby that this 6 percent or the figure of 155,000 is very 
conservative. 

On the basis of that annual output, the 18 million feet would supply 
in the way of stumpage, payroll, goods, and services to the area no 
less than $4 million annually. 

If you compare that to the cost-benefit ratio of this product in 
which the total annual benefit is estimated the authorized budget as 

300,000 and the annual cost is about $2,200,000, that would “leave 
wi roughly a net benefit of $900,000 to $1 million. 

Then, you would have to apply that benefit against the $4 annual 
loss due to the cutting of the timber in the area which would leave 
you a net loss to the area of $3 million a year. 

Mr. Taner. Is there considerable volume of help employed by the 
timber industry ? 

Mr. Hursey. I might say this: I am employed by Southland Paper 
Mills. We havea barge plant which was the first in the South to make 
newsprint from southern pint. Our plant is located within 10 to 30 
miles of this area that would be inundated. 

Our payroll is in the amount of about $4,900,000 annually. This 
would be right from our drawing area. 

Incidentally, and this is important, too, we are in the process of 
putting in a new newsprint machine now which will be ready to go 
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by July 1. It will produce an additional 70,000 tons of newsprint 
annually. 

Mr. Taser. Do you figure you could go right on with the timber land 
that you now have? 

Mr. Horsey. It will reduce our drawing area by the acreage—now 
speaking for Angelina County Lumber Co., by which I am also em- 
ployed—in our particular instance it will reduce our effective acrea ge 
by 10 percent through the loss, which we will have in this area, and 
that will be inundated. 

Mr. Botanp. Do you have anything further ? 

Mr. Brooxs. One of the opponents did want to be rec ognized, 

Mr. Ralph W. Kittle, of New York, is our next witness. 


STATEMENT OF RALPH W. KITTLE 


Mr. Kirrix. As you know, the paper industry and other industries 
depend on the timberland as their source of raw material. If the 
timberlands are depleted, then this area that we are talking about 
will lose some great industries. We do not want to see that happen. 

We know that you gentlemen have the responsibility here of con- 
serving uatural resources. 

We believe the alternative plan that was presented here by Mr. New- 
nam will do just that. We know that vou have the responsibility for 
putting in the best plan possible for the area. We submit that the 
alternative plan will do that, and we ask you ‘to have it referred to 
the Corps of Engineers and have them study it. 

We know that it is your responsibility to save the Government 
money. We submit that you can save $21 million by the use of this 
alternative plan. 

I believe this report is so important, Mr. Chairman, that I would like 
to request that all of it be put in the record if you can do so. 

Mr. Botanp. It is rather voluminous. I think we have docu- 
mented the pages that are of most importance, and when the Corps of 
Engineers come before us, | am sure the members of this committee 
will have read this by that time and they will question them on it. 

Mr. Kirrie. In view of the tremendous responsibility you have of 
saving money now on all of the projects that you have, we ask your 
serious consideration of this alternative project to the one that has 
been proposed and authorized. 

Mr. Brooxs. Might I conclude, Mr. Boland, by pointing out that 
the No. 1 issue of the $4 million loss by covering up this land, Mr. 
Taber, would give a value of $30 per acre to that 130,000 acres. The 
truth about the matter is that that land is on the tax rolls in those 
counties at something like $7, $8, and $10 per acre. 

I do not think, and I am perfectly sincere about this that it will be 
a serious detriment to our industry in east Texas. I would not do 
anything to hurt Southland Paper Mills. It is a great industry. 
They have many good jobs there and they do a good job in the news- 
print business. They are only going to lose about 6,500 acres. The “y 
presently own—and I am gl: ad that they do—333,000 acres of land 
from which they can draw their timber in addition to other sales. 

In all fairness, I do not think they are going to go out of business. 
I think they will be a highly profitable enterprise in my district when 
lam dead and gone. 
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This dam has been before the public since 1946. The planning 
money has been appropriated by Congress since 1948 and the initial 
construction money was made by this very committee. 

This appropriation was not put in on the floor; this construction 
money was put in by your own committee. I think all of the ideas 
suggested were good, and now, 10 years later, we have a new proposal. 
The Corps of Engineers has approved it and the Bureau of the Budget 
has analyzed it and feels it is a desirable project and has recommended 
this $4 million. 

I would like to say that all phases of the project are self-liquidating 
except flood control. We have bids for the power which will more 
than reimburse the incremental costs—one is for $804,000. When we 
talk about industry, we must remember that 300,000 barrels of gas is 
processed every day in those big refineries. We pay $80 million just 
in excise taxes every year on oil and lubricants. We now have about 
$100 million in industrial expansion which was scheduled because this 
committee voted that million and a half dollars to get the dam started 
last vear. 

This year, they have authorized more expansion of the existing re- 
fining and chemical potentials in that district. 

The local interests are willing to contribute about $15 million. The 
industrial development of all of east Texas is a desirable thing, and 
T think that, over all, our industrial and economic stability would be 
increased by the completion of this dam started by Congress, and 
it is inconceivable to me that McGee Bend Dam should be opposed 
on the ground that only 1 percent of the timber growing land in east 
Texas will be included in this vital, fresh water reservoir. 

I do not think, especially in light of the fact that Mr. Hursey him- 
self, who is a competent woodsman, made a public statement in 1950 
that the privately owned timber land in east Texas of over 10 million 
acres was producing at that time only one-half of the timber that it 
was capable of producing, I do not think that this is justification 
for denying half a million people the right to go and prosper and make 
a maximum contribution to this country in its economic well being 
and defense. 

I have received telegrams and letters from more than 100 persons 
living in Jasper, Newton, Tyler, Angelina, and San Augustine Coun- 
ties—right in the heart of the area where the dam is being built. T 
would like to submit a list of these messages for the record with the 
thought that these county and city officials, these chamber of com- 
merce and civic leaders would not be supporting McGee Bend Dam 
if it were going to hurt the economy of east Texas. 

Telegrams and letters, a list of which follows and is submitted to 
be included in the record of testimony: 


The following expressed full support for proposed $4 million appropriation 
to continue construction work on McGee Bend Dam on schedule: 


E. L. Gish, mayor, city of Nederland, Tex. 

W. R. Bateman, president, Nederland Chamber of Commerce 

Cecil Halstead, Port Neches, Tex. 

Wilton P. Hebert, president, First National Bank, Port Neches 

Otis E. Fullen, chairman, fresh water committee, Beaumont, Tex., Chamber of 
Commerce 

Carl Bledsoe, chairman, industrial development committee, Jasper, Tex., Chamber 
of Commerce 
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Tom Schoffield, consignee, Magnolia Petroleum Co., Jasper 

E. G. Perkins, president, Jasper Chamber of Commerce 

Mrs. Tom Hart, manager, Jasper Chamber of Commerce 

T. Gilbert Adams, vice president, First State Bank, Jasper 
George Allison, Jasper 

E. E. Latham, president, Morgan & Lindsey, Inc., Jasper 

C. C. Pool, president, First State Bank, Jasper 

J. H. Kenesson, Jr., president, Woodville Chamber of Commerce 

E. D. Walker, county judge, Tyler County 

Ezra Eaves, mayor, city of Woodville 

KE. W. Tubb, president, Tyler County Water Control and Improvement District 
B. P. Mann, president, Citizens State Bank, Woodville 

G. L. Jackson, Livingston, Tex. 

Frank Hathcock, city commissioner, Nacogdoches, Tex. 

V. A. Stewart, city commissioner, Nacogdoches 

sieto Beseler, city commissioner, Nacogdoches 

48 business leaders of Livingston who telegraphed support 

40 Nacogdoches business leaders who telegraphed support 

W. C. deCordova, city manager, city of Livingston 

fXdward T. McFarland, county judge, Angelina County, Lufkin, Tex. 
W. F. Martin, Broaddus, Tex. 

C. George Goetz, president, San Augustine Chamber of Commerce 
H. M. Jones, mayor, city of Silsbee, Tex, 

A. W. Dainwood, president, Silsbee Chamber of Commerce. 

E. M. Wiltshire, Jasper Appliance Co., Jasper, Tex. 


I would ask that this committee give it every consideration and 
uphold the Bureau of the Budget in approving this $4 million ap- 
propriation. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hursry. I would like to present for the record a statement by 
the Angelina County Lumber Co. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank you very much. It will be included in the 


file. 
(The statement is as follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF BE. L. Kurtu, PRESIDENT, ANGELINA CouNTY LUMBER Co., IN 
OPPOSITION TO THE MCGHEE BEND PROJECT 


The Angelina County Lumber Co. has been engaged in the manufacture of 
lumber at Keltys, Tex., since 1887. More than 1 billion board feet has been 
processed through its plant and shipped in Texas and to other nearby markets. 
This has been a source of necessary construction material and has provided 
a steady income through the years for several hundred employees and other 
local residents. This company was the first lumber manufacturer in the United 
States to be the recipient of the Army-Navy “E” award for its contribution to 
the war effort in World War II. The earning of this award necessitated a 
serious overcutting of the company’s timber budget schedule, done with the full 
realization of its harmful effect on its long-range sustained-yield conservation 
program. 

This company was one of the first in the South to adopt sound forest-manage- 
ment practices, and was the first in Texas to employ a technically trained for- 
ester. Its president, E. L. Kurth, was first to recognize the possibility of utilizing 
southern pine in the manufacture of newsprint, and organized in 1940 the South- 
land Paper Mills, which today produces 140,000 tons of newsprint annually. 

Angelina County Lumber Co. has within the past year, expended over $3 
million in modernizing its plant. It installed a log debarker and chipper, so 
as to fully utilize all raw materials. This installation was one of the first 
by the forest products manufacturing industry in the South. 

The company has, over a period of the past 20 years, followed the policy of 
acquisition of additional forest lands, good forestry practices (including the 
planting of millions of pine trees), full utilization of raw materials, and the 
purchase of Federal forest stumpage, at prices which left little or no margin 
for profit, all in order to husband its own forest resources to assure the estab- 
lishment of a sustained yield operation. 
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Now, after years of careful planning to affect a perpetual operation, this 
company is faced with the loss of one-tenth of its productive acreage. Such a 
loss would endanger the results of these many years of striving, seriously impair 
sustained yield operation and materially reduce the income of many employees. 

The management of this company is opposed to the McGee Bend Dam project 
on the basis of the serious economic effect it will have on its, and similar opera- 
tions, not only by the reduction of its own resources, but by the inundation of 
130,000 acres of productive timberlands within its drawing area. Of this acre- 
age, 28,000 acres are within the Angelina National Forest, from which this 
company has purchased over 14 million board feet of timber during the past 7 
years. 

Angelina County Lumber Co. protests the development of the McGee Bend 
project because: 

(1) It would seriously impair the local economy of a large area of central 
east Texas for the sole benefit of a remote gulf-coast area. 

(a) The local tax base would be seriously reduced. 

(6) The homes and means of livelihood of many local citizens would be de- 
stroyed, means of transportation disrupted and their right to live their lives as 
they see fit otherwise interfered with. 

(2) It proposes the production of hydroelectric power on a basis that is en- 
tirely uneconomical, and hence unjustified. 

(3) 1t proposes to furnish vast quantities of water for the increased produc- 
tion of rice, a commodity already enjoying price support at the expense of the 
taxpayers. 

(4) It proposes that only 10,000 acres of the 130,000-acre impoundment area 
be cleared. This would result in an unsatisfactory municipal and industrial 
water supply as to quality. To completely clear the 130,000 acres would add 
some $13 million to the $50,200,000 estimated project cost. 

(5) The whole project is unnecessary, unsound, and unfair. 


Mr. Boranp. Also insert a petition received by the committee in 
opposition to the project. 
(The petition is as follows :) 


We, the people of Brookeland, Tex., and vicinity have never had a hearing 
on the McGee Bend Dam; we hereby petition Congress of the United States 
to allow our representatives ample time to present our side of the question. We 
would favor a dam of reasonable size for conservation and flood control, but we 
are unalterably opposed to the dam as now planned. 

Floyd McClelland, Lela McClelland, Horace S. Donovan, Mrs. C. P. 
Donovan, Man Lowe, Iris Love, H. J. Lott, Emie Lee Lott, Estern 
Powell, Joyce Powell, S. P. Walker, Mrs. J. G. Walker, Mrs. Ethel 
Bird, C. P. Donovan, Daisy Sarunk, Vera Short, Evie Short, 
Mrs. Myrtie Bell, Harold Whittington, Sylvia Ann Whittington, 
Mrs. Mollie Nerren, R. L. Brittain, Daisy Brittain, Edward 
Lakey, Mrs. Edward Lakey, Alexander L. Lakey, Emily 
Lakey, H. F. Billingslv, Winnie Billingsly, B. R. Hamilton. O. H. 
Hamilton, Nancy Carruth, Henry Zasoway, Charles Ray Hamil- 
ton, James Ben Hamilton, Lester Miller. 


(The following letters and telegram were received for insertion 
in the record :) 


STATEMENT OF R. W. WorTHAM, JR., EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, SOUTHLAND PAPER 
Mirus, INC., IN OPPOSITION TO THE MCGEE BEND PROJECT 


Southland Paper Mills, Inc., has operated a newsprint paper mill at Lufkin, 
Tex., since January 1940. The company was organized in 1938 and constructed 
the first paper mill in the South to manufacture newsprint paper from southern 
pine. It started as a one-machine mill, another machine being added in 1948, and 
the third machine, the next step in our development program, is now being in- 
stalled at a cost in excess of $15 million. 

The company owns 350,000 acres of timberland, practically all of which, when 
purchased, had been cut over for saw-timber purposes. All of this acreage is 
now under intensive forest management aimed at bringing this land back to 
maximum timber production. At its highest anticipated pulpwood production, 
this land could barely sustain our pulpwood requirements now—certainly no 
additional expansion of our production. 





For many years, at least until our own lands have attained a maximum sus- 
tained yield status, we will be dependent upon pulpwood purchased from out- 
side ownerships. We now draw pulpweod from a radius of 75 miles of Lufkin, 
and in 1955 our expenditure for pulpwood exceeded $4 million. In addition, we 
operate one sawmill which is largely dependent on purchased sawlogs. 

In the late 1930’s, when the McGee Bend project was first conceived and 
authorized by Congress, the forest products industry in the east Texas area was 
at a very low state; lumbering was just showing signs of recovery from the 
ruinous early thirties. There was no pulp and paper industry in east Texas, 
and a large acreage of timberlands had, a short time before, sold as low as $4 
per acre. 

Since 1945, the east Texas timber area has enjoyed a vast change in its forest 
products economy. The lumber industry has expanded greatly with many mil- 
lions of dollars having been spent on improved, expanded, and new sawmills. 
Many new methods of utilizing more completely the forest increment have been 
introduced, thereby creating a market for small and lower grade trees, which in 
turn allows more extensive use of good forestry practice on a wide scale. Three 
large pulp and paper mills now operate in the area and are wholly dependent 
for raw material on east Texas pulpwood. The pulpwood drain from this tim- 
ber area in 1954 was in excess of 1 million cords, and in 1956 the drain will be 
considerably greater. Land values have increased materially, recent sales rang- 
ing in price between $80 to $100 per acre. All of these factors have increased 
income to timber owners, payrolls to timber workers, taxes to local, county, and 
State governments, and in fact, the economy of the entire region in which the 
McGee Bend project is located is based almost entirely on wood products. 

Another aspect of this phenomenal growth in the forest economy of the area 
is the change in the land ownership pattern. This pattern has shifted from, 
in the main, comparatively small holdings to a pattern of large acreage under 
single ownerships. This was necessitated by the amazing growth of many indus- 
tries which are wholly dependent on forest products. 

Our company, under the present project, stands to lose through inundation 
approximately 6,000 acres with curtailment of growth on several thousand more 
acres by occasional flooding under the flowage easement plan. While this acre- 
age may seem small to the uninformed, I can assure you it is a vital part of our 
planned sustained yield. In addition to that loss, a more serious loss to us 
would be occasioned by the taking out of total timber production the 130,000 
acres which will be inundated under the present project, for by the normal 
process of competitive acquisition we could expect to acquire, and plan to acquire, 
our competitive part of the annual production of both saw logs and pulpwood for 
years to come. 

In view of the growing importance of water conservation, we have no argu- 
ment with an orderly and properly designed program of impoundment which 
gives full consideration to all economic conditions which exist now. We are 
unalterably opposed to the present McGee Bend project for the following reasons: 

(1) The project as now planned does not give full consideration to existing 
economic conditions. It is based principally on an economy which existed 15 
years ago. The two principal benefits assigned to this project by the Corps of 
Engineers are: 

(a) Irrigation water for additional acreage of rice, and rice is now in great 
surplus and under acreage restriction as well as Government subsidy. 

(b) Power which will be installed in an insignificant amount at a terrifically 
excessive installation cost and at an operating loss to the Government and at a 
ridiculous cost in land required to be inundated. 

(2) No consideration is given or value assigned to the enormous loss of future 
timber growth. 

(3) The tax structure of a large area of east Texas will be seriously and 
adversely affected. 

(4) A large number of forest workers will losé their homes and means of 
livelihood. 

(5) Transportation within the immediate area will be disrupted. 

(6) The plan provides for only a very small lake area to be cleared of trees 
and stumps. This would furnish a nonpotable water supply and require vast 
private expenditure on water-treatment facilities where such water is used for 
municipal and industrial purposes. 

On the basis of the foregoing, we respectfully entreat the Congress not to 
appropriate additional funds for construction of this project as now planned, 
and further entreat the Congress to order the Corps of Engineers to make a 
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complete review report to the McGee Bend project, giving full consideration to 
all economic aspects of this project as they exist in 1956—not as they existed 
in 1945. 


Krrspy LUMBER CoRrP., 
Houston, Tex., March 26, 1956. 
Subject: Proposed appropriation of $4 million for a McGee Bend Dam in east 
Texas. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
United States Representative From Missouri, 
Chairman, Appropriations Committee, 
United States House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CANNON: For 55 years this company has been manu- 
facturing lumber from timber grown in east Texas and western Louisiana. 

During this period, we have produced and marketed 9 billion board-feet of 
lumber which has been used from the construction of homes, for the operation of 
farms, and in industry. During the two world wars and the Korean conflict, 
lumber was one of the most vital defense materials, and our large production 
aided the war efforts substantially. 

Our founder, the late John Henry Kirby, was one of the first proponents of 
sustained-yield forest-land management, and he began laying plans for a per- 
petual timber-growing program in the early 1920’s. In December 1923, the first 
graduate forest engineer was employed to assist in the formulation of this for- 
estry program. Today our tree farming and forest-management program is in 
the hands of 24 graduate foresters and some 80 especially trained local woods- 
men. 

In the past 15 years, we have planted approximately 30 million pine seedlings, 
and we are currently planting 2,500,000 seedlings annually. We have an ex- 
tensive and intensive fire-protection program in effect, including the building 
of a network of all-weather access roads. 

At this time we have 550,000 acres of timberland under intensive sustained- 
yield management. We are operating a new, large, ultramodern, all-electric 
sawmill that is producing, in addition to the usual lumber items, approximately 
1 million pounds of pulp chips per day. 

In addition, our tree farms supply pulpwood for paper mills, poles, and piling 
for industrial use, and hardwood timber for oak flooring, furniture, and railroad 
ties. 

Our operations provide direct employment for approximately 900 persons, and 
indirect employment to approximately 800 persons. Our timber-growing and 
manufacturing activities in east Texas and western Louisiana provide an im- 
portant contribution to the economy of the area. 

Our ability to produce lumber in this new mill, and to remove supplemental 
products from the forests, is directly dependent upon the timber growth that is 
secured from our 550,000-acre tree farm. The ever-increasing demands being 
made upon us for highway rights-of-way, transmission line rights-of-way, and 
water projects are a serious threat to our continued existence. 

At this moment, over 20,000 acres of our tree farms are located within the 
bounds of tentatively proposed dam projects. 

Recognizing the growing importance of water conservation, we cannot, in 
good conscience, oppose orderly and properly designed programs. However, we 
conscientiously feel that the McGee Bend project, as now planned, is unnecessary, 
is a waste of public funds, and that all of the necessary benefits could be obtained 
through better planning while sacrificing far less land. 

It is our understanding that the plans for the McGee Bend project, upon 
which the present appropriations were voted, were formulated in 1946, and that 
they have not been completely reviewed or reevaluated since that date. Within 
this past decade, the complexion of the Nation’s forest economy has changed 
tremendously, and we have always assumed that the planning agencies of the 
McGee Bend Dam were reevaluating the entire project accordingly. Several 
months ago, however, we discovered that this was not the case. 

Many questionable features of the project have been developed in a March 
1956 report entitled “Reservoir Economics of the McGee Bend Project, Angelina 
River, Tex.,” as prepared by the competent firm of Lockwood, Andrews & New- 
nam, of Houston, Tex. (Copies of this report have been supplied to your com- 
mittee.) The report, in part, makes the following evaluation of segments of 
alternate plans for the McGee Bend project : 
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“1, The findings indicate that the segment of power is not economically justi- 
fied; and a restudy of the reservoir planning and economics appears to be in 
order for the following reasons : 

“(a) To determine accurately if each segment of the multipurpose reservoir as 
proposed is economically justified and, if not, whether a smaller reservoir, with- 
out the unjustified segment or segments, would be to the best interests of the 
Nation and the area. 

(b) To reevaluate the initial cost and value of the lands flooded in the light 
of the changing pattern of the economy of the region. 

“(c) To reconsider the clearing of reservoir site to the extent necessary to 
insure a potable water supply for municipal uses. 

“(d) To make reservoir studies which include the possible future upstream 
diversions and controls by future dams. 

“(e) 'To bring the estimates of water demand up to date in the light of the 
region’s rapidly changing pattern of water uses and demands. 

“(f) To reappraise the flood-control benefits and make comparative studies 
of the possibility of combining levees in the lower valley with upstream flood 
control.” 

The forest products industry is a major industry in Texas, employing some 14 
percent of the State’s industrial workers, and constituting a value in manu- 
factured products in excess of $460 million annually. Under today’s tree farm- 
ing practices, the lands proposed to be acquired for the McGee Bend project would 
result in a loss, to the economy of the counties affected of a minimum of $4 mil- 
lion annually through decreased production of forest products and payrolls. 
It may be well to raise the question of whether the designers of the McGee Bend 
project have taken this perpetual loss of timber revenue into account. 

The advent of paper mills and other wood-using industries during the last 
10 years, coupled with the placement of most of the lands in east Texas and 
western Louisiana under intensive sustained vield management programs, has 
vastly increased the economic importance of the woodlands. This alone, in our 
opinion, makes it mandatory that the McGee Ben project be reexamined in its 
entirety, since it certainly is unwise and uneconomic to proceed with any pro- 
gram formulated 10 years ago. 

We respectfully suggest that existing appropriations be withheld and that no 
further appropriations be voted for this project until the Congress orders the 
Corps of Engineers to make a complete review of the MeGee Bend project, 
to the end that the final plan will be the most advantageous for all concerned. 

Please make this statement a part of the formal committee hearings, and give 
it your consideration. 

Respectfully, 
J. K. HerNpon, Vice President. 


SOUTHERN PINE INDUSTRY COMMITTEE, 
New Orleans, La., March 24, 1956. 

Subject: Proposed appropriation of $4 million for a McGee Bend Dam in east 

Texas. 
Hon. Jor L. Evins, 

United States Representative from Tennessee, 

Appropriations Committee, 
United States House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Drar REPRESENTATIVE Evins: The southern pine industry, according to the 
last published United States census report, consists of 23,810 large and small 
sawmill operations, situated in Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, 
Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, and 
Tennessee. 

The Southern Pine Industry Committee, which represents the entire southern 
pine manufacturing industry, has cooperated in a continuing program of con- 
servation and development of our natural resources and has cooperated with 
other private and public agencies in the interest of improving our forest economy 
in the South. 

We have become increasingly alarmed as our efforts and those of our co- 
operators have been offset in large part in many areas by projects such as Mc- 
Gee Bend Dam which eliminate forest land from production—the effects of such 
projects are often more serious locally and southwide than are the destructive 
effects of fire, insects, and disease. We are seriously concerned with a number 
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of such projects, authorized or proposed, that will invndate or otherwise elimi- 
nate from the southern economy valuable timberland and timber growth po- 
tentials upon which industrial expansion, parolls, tax revenue, and communities 
deperd. : 

When the public interest is best served by such projects, we should accede to 
the wishes of Congress. In the case of the \icGee Bend Dam project on the 
Angelina River in east Texas, however, we are convinced that the public in- 
terest is not being best served by proceeding with the construction as currently 
planned. We are aware that the Congress approved this project a number of 
years ago, before its full effect on the timber-based economy of east Texas 
could be appraised, and that $1,468,000 has already been appropriated for 
surveys, plans, and initial construction. We also understand, however, that 
no construction has actually begun, and that such planning as has been under- 
taken can be effectively applied, for the most part, to an alternate project. 
Although the project does have congressional approval, we submit that it is 
not too late to correct or to modify the plans so that minimum of damage is 
done to the timber economy. Our reason in presenting this proposal at this 
time is due to the fact that information with which to judge the full impact 
of the project was not available until recently; nor was it poss'ble to make 
comparisons of the negative and positive effects until recently. We feel that 
the Congress, too, has been unaware of the relation of the negative and _ posi- 
tive effects. We firmly believe that your committee will want to inquire further 
into the project before appropriating over $4 million for fiscal year 1957 that 
may be spent irretrievably on a project about which there are now many grave 
doubts. We ask that you share with us our concern over the rublic goo’. 

As now planned, the dam will flood 129,000 acres, 94,000 of which are privately 
owned timberlands and 28,000 in Federal ownership. These 122,000 acres of 
forest land are managed by foresters under programs that will assure sustained 
yield and increased timber growth. On the strength of these programs, the 
members of our industry and our sister industry, the pulp and paper manu- 
facturers, have made plant expansions, constructed modern efficient manu- 
facturing facilities, and have planned their future and that of their dependent 
communities. It is estimated that the loss of this timber-producing land will 
be at least $4 million annually to the economy of east Tevas—a loss that is 
greater by far than the net annual benefits of less than $1 million as com- 
puted by the Corps of Engineers. 

None of the benefits attributed to the dam are vital at the present time. The 
principal benefit, that of increased water supplies for the production of more 
rice, is of very questionable validity. This comes at a time when, to reduce 
rice surpluses, Federal payments are being made to ricegrowers under acreage 
allotments and in addition the Government is urging a soil-bank plan to retire 
still more acres of rice and again place them in trees and grass. 

The changes that are taking place in the dynamic economy of the South 
demand that an immediate review and reevaluation of the project be under- 
taken by the Corps of Engineers and other concerned parties. This industry 
committee and the industry for which it speaks should be most willing to coop- 
erate with all groups in expediting such a survey, so that a minimum of time 
would be lost in arriving at a sound approach to meeting such needs as may 
exist among the persons who might benefit from a project in the area. We 
would be pleased to assist the Congress and the members of the Anpropriations 
Committee in such field examinations, local public hearings, and other actions 
as may be desired by them. 

We urge that further appropriations for the McGee Dam be deferred until 
a restudy of the project as recommended can be made and reported to this 
committee. 

We respectfully urge that this statement be made a part of the record of 
your present hearings, and that your committee give it full consideration. 

Very truly yours, 
CHARLES H. JESTER. 


New York, N. Y., March 21, 1956. 


Congressman CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 
We understand there has not been an up-to-date review of all important 
aspects of the McGee Bend project, Angelina River, Tex., and that there has 
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been particularly an inadequate consideration of the impact of this project upon 
the forest resources, forest industries, and forest workers, and of the general 
econumy of the area concerned. 

Most all of the forest lands involved in this project are under a high order of 
forest management. Some are owned by outstanding leaders in forest conser- 
vation, for example: The Southland Paper Mills was the pioneer in the Nation 
in converting southern pine wood into usable newsprint and is expanding its 
leadership in this and good forestry practices. The International Paper Co. has 
more practicing conservation foresters doing extension work with farmers and 
other forest owners than any other company in the United States. The Kirby 
Lumber Co. has its forest lands under a sustained yield plan of management 
anu has recently set up one of the most modern sawmills in the world. It 
provides for all its waste being used as wood chips by the East Texas Pulp & 
Paper Co. 

We urge that these and the other leaders in forest conservation be given their 
day in court by your Subcommittee on Civil Works, withholding approval of 
funds for the McGee Bend project until these forest Owners and the workers 
have had their chance for a full review of the merits of this project. 

AMERICAN PULPWOOD ASSOCIATION, 
By W. S. BRoMLey, 
Executive Secretary. 


SaBINE-NeEcHES WATERWAYS, TEX. 


STATEMENT OF MUNGER T. BALL 


Mr. Brooxs. I would like to present Mr. Munger T. Ball. 

Mr. Batt. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, the naviga- 
tion interests of the Sabine-Neches Waterway, Tex., appreciate the 
privilege of appearing before youtoday. ‘The great majority of those 
who appear before you are asking to be heard on authorized projects 
that the President has recommended appropriations be made avail- 


abie either for new work, construction, or the continuance of work 
already underway, for the fiscal year 1956-57. 
The Sabine-Neches Waterway project is an authorized project, 
having been authorized by the 83d Congress, 1954. While the Chief 
of Engineers requested that funds be made available by the Bureau 
of the “Budget to continue the project, the Sabine-Neches project did 
not meet the criteria established for new work construction, either 
due to other projects with a higher priority or insufficient funds. As 
a result, the Chief of Engineers request for funds to make an initial 
start on the Sabine-Neches project was denied. Navigation interests 
of the Sabine-Neches district comprising the cities of Port Arthur, 
Beaumont, and Orange, Tex., who, over the years have sponsored the 
further improvement of the waterway, feel that while our presently 
approved project may not meet the criteria as set, to warrant funds for 
new work construction, nevertheless our project is sufficiently impor- 
tant not only in the interest of national defense but in the general 
economy of the Nation to warrant this committee on appropriations 
to review our request that funds be made available to the Corps of 
Engineers in the sum of $2,400,000 to complete 1 section of the ap- 
proved projects. Navigation interests are fully aware of the pressure 
for funds on river and harbor projects and should the Congress not 
earmark the amount requested—$2,400,000—an absolute minimum suf- 
ficient for initiation of construction, about $500,000 should be appro- 
priated. In 1948, when the Public Works Committee of the Senate 
of the United States passed the resolution requesting the Board of 
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Engineers for Rivers and Harbors to review the reports on the Sabine- 
Neches Waterway, Tex., the supertanker building program was in 
the planning stage. 

From 1947 to December 1955, contracts for 334 supertankers from 
18,000 deadweight-tons to 55,000 deadweight-tons and 1 of 83,000 
deadweight- -tons were under construction. Of this building program, 
260 have been launched. For the 24-month period January 1, 1954, 
to December 31, 1955, 284 supertankers have entered or cleared Sabine 
district ports with a draft of from 31 feet to in excess of 35 feet. 
One company during the period had 33 sailings of supertankers, and 
due to the limitation of our waterway, was obliged for the safety of 
the vessel to shut out an average of 1,750 tons of cargo each voyage 
or a total of 57,750 tons, and applying the average rate over a 2-year 
period of $2.85 per ton, Port Arthur-New York, a loss in revenue 

of $163,587.30 resulted. 

For many years the Sabine district has been either second or third 
in tonnave of all United States ports. For the year 1955, the estimate 
is over 45 million tons (principally, petroleum products i in lar ge ocean 
tankers). 

The use of supertankers in our waterway clearly demonstrate the 
economical justification of the further authorized improvements. It 
is estimated by 1958 that the proportion of supertankers will constitute 
more than 45 percent of the total tanker fleet using United States 

orts. 

From the report of the Chief of Engineers. more vessels with a 
draft of 31 feet and over use the ports on the Sabine-Neches district 
than any other port in the United States, including the Greater New 
York area. 

The refineries in the Sabine district produce more than 12 percent 
of all the aviation gasoline refined in the United States. It is impera- 
tive that in the national defense interest this important waterway be 
completed at the earliest possible date. The United States has fought 
two world wars to a victorious conclusion, when we were handi- 
capped with too little and almost too late. Let us be prepared with 
plenty and in time should we be forced to fight another world war 
in defense of home and country, we respect fully request: considera- 

tion be given to the appropriation sought. 

Mr. Brooxs. I should like to introduce the statements to which 
reference was made at the beginning of this conference by Mr. Howard 
Hicks, executive vice president of the Beaumont Texas Chamber of 
Commerce, Mr. Lyle Vickers, executive vice president of the Port 
Arthur Chamber of Commerce, and Mr. Ed Fasterling, and one tele- 
gram from E. R. Costello, president of the Propeller Club of the 
United States Port of the Sabine. 

T will leave this information for the committee. 

(The statements referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JAMES H. HArTz0G 


Gentlemen, my name is James H. Hartzog. I am the general manager and 
secretary-treasurer of the port of Beaumont, navigation district of Jefferson 
County, Tex., with headquarters at Beaumont, Tex. The functions of the port 
of Beaumont are the operations of public docks, warehouses and other facilities 
that are conducive to the development of water commerce and industries that 
are dependent thereon. 
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As evidence of the expansion of commerce over the Sabine-Neches Waterway, 
of which the port of Beaumont is an important segment thereof, it has been 
essential—in the definite interest of the public—that the port of Beaumont 
embark upon a positive rehabilitation and improvement program as a means of 
meeting the needs for increased commerce. The first phase of this program 
was inaugurated in 1953 when $1,500,000 in new wharves, docks, warehouses 
and other facilities were constructed and placed in operation. With continued 
expansion in waterway commerce, it was soon found that additional facilities 
must be provided. Further expansion is now in progress to the extent of 
$2,500,000. All of this is mentioned as significant of the fact that local coopera- 
tion has already responded to the positive and definite demands that the water 
ways require—in the public interest. 

It is, therefore, that we appeal and urge the necessary appropriation of 
Federal funds that are of essential importance to the continued development of 
the Sabine-Neches waterway, as approved by the Corps of Engineers and 
authorized by the 88d Congress. 


STATEMENT BY Howarp J. HicKs ON BEHALF OF THE FRESH WATER COMMITTEE OF 
THE BEAUMONT, TEX., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE CONCERNING REQUEST FOR APPRO- 
PRIATIONS FOR MCGEE BENp DAM, ANGELINA RIVER, TEX, 


Gentlemen, my name is Howard J. Hicks. I am executive vice president and 
general manager of the Beaumont (Tex.) Chamber of Commerce. It is the pur- 
pose of this appearance and statement to emphasize on behalf of the members of 
the Beaumont Chamber of Commerce and the 125,000 people who live in our met- 
ropolitan area their desires and wishes that this honorable body approve the 
$4 million included in the budget for continuing construction of McGee Bend 
Dam, on the Angelina River, Tex. 

At a meeting of the fresh water committee of the Beaumont Chamber of Com- 
merce on March 12, 1956, the committee voted unanimously that the Beaumont 
Chamber of Commerce and the citizens of the community make every effort to 
obtain appropriations as scheduled to effect immediate construction of the project. 

In order to emphasize and clarify the importance of the economy of the valley 
in which the McGee Bend Dam is located there is attached to this statement a 
publication. A Million Customers, a Billion Dollar Market, published and dis- 
tributed by the Beaumont (Tex.) Chamber of Commerce. This publication shows 
population, value of retail sales, value of agricultural products sold, effective buy- 
ing power, and bank deposits for Texas counties and Louisiana parishes in the 
Beaumont, Tex., trade area. 

To show the growth of Jefferson County, Tex., in recent years, we submit here- 
with the Jefferson County assessment valuations for the years 1938-55. These 
assessments are based on 40 percent of 1941 actual values: 


$103, 990, 130 f _. $223, 642, 994 
126, 534, 095 233, 193, 509 
153, 962, 120 242, 895, 279 
171, 557, 301 252, 427, 995 
206, 680, 813 268, 441, 445 
213, 842, 103 


The McGee Bend Dam project, to be constructed 10 miles northwest of Jasper, 
Tex., will rank with the discovery of oil in the importance of its influence on 
the growth and development of east Texas. 

For more than 30 years citizens in the entire Angelina-Neches River Valley 
from Port Arthur to Dallas have dreamed of harnessing the flow of this river, for 
the conservation of its vital natural resource and for the control of damage from 
floods. 

Beaumont has been the victim of several severe floodings. Affected were its 
industrial area, and in residential areas. No serious flood has menaced us in 
recent years, but some years ago our shipyard was entirely covered by water 
from the flooding river. 

Actually, the dream of a water-conservation program on the Angelina and the 
Neches probably began in Port Arthur. Port Arthur, a city of some 60,000 people, 
is on the end of the waterline, so to speak, and its citizens long ago realized the 
importance of conservation of this vital resource for their future growth. 
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Today that dream is coming true, through the cooperation of citizens in the 
valley from San Augustine, Nacogdoches, and Lufkin to Beaumont and Port 
Arthur. 

Several years ago, in order to give wide publicity to the McGee Bend Dam 
project and to show that the area as a whole was behind the proposed dam, there 
was organized the McGee Bend Dam Development Association. President of this 
association is D. G. Butts, of San Augustine. 

The rural electrification cooperatives in the area, those of San Augustine, 
Livingston, Kirbyville, and other communities, have been strong supporters of 
the project. They know that it will provide a tremendous source of development 
for the communities. 

The private power companies, unlike stories you read about the private util- 
ities being opposed and fighting such developments, have been cooperative and 
interested. The Gulf States Utilities of Beaumont has offered to buy the pow- 
er output from the McGee Bend Dam. 

The Lower Neches Valley Authority, which is a nonprofit organization es- 
tablished through action of the Texas Legislature, has been interested in the 
development. The Lower Neches Valley Authority has a pumping capacity of 
100 million gallons of water a day. 

The Lower Neches Valley Authority paid $2 million toward completion of 
the Town Bluff Dam, which was constructed as a regulation dam for the hydro- 
electric power dam above it, has also agreed to pay $3 million on the comple- 
tion of McGee Bend Dam, and $200,000 a year for 50 years. This means that 
local interests are paying $15 million toward the cost of the project. 

The cities and industries above the McGee Bend Dam site are dependent on 
well water for all of their requirements. 

The underground water table in all of this area has been dropping at an alarm- 
ing rate, threatening the future growth and industrial development of this whole 
area. Below the McGee Bend Dam site the cities of Beaumont and Port Ar- 
thur and their industries and rice agriculture are dependent on the flow of the 
Neches River, which has fallen far short of present requirements and definitely 
deters any future growth and industrial development. 

The 4 million acre-feet of water behind McGee Bend Dam will adequately 
provide all the conservation water needs of the whole watershed area above 
and below the site of McGee Bend for the foveseeable future. 

The McGee Bend Dam is estimated to cost $50 million. Of this amount, £5 mil- 
lion is for contingencies, so in effect, local interests are paying more than one- 
third of the cost of the project, and the sale of power will guarantee that the 
project will pay for itself, and the taxpayers of the country will not be paying 
for the cost of the proiect. As a matter of fact, the Government should be able 
to make a return on its investment in this east Texas valley. 

We respectfully request your favorable consideration of the $4 million and 
urge that you approve this fund for continuing construction of this great eco- 
nomie asset to our country, the McGee Bend Dam on the Angelina River, 
Tex. 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF ORANGE, TEX., INTERESTS, INCLUDING THE ORANGE 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, REPRESENTED BY ITS NAVIGATION AND WATERWAYS 
COMMITTEE, AND THE ORANGE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE, CONCERN- 
ING PROPOSED ADDITIONAL IMPROVEMENTS IN THE SABINS-NECHES WATERWAY, 
TEX. 


I am Byron Tinsley, general counsel for the Sahine River Authority of Texas, 
appearing on behalf of the navigation and waterways committee of the Orange 
Chamber of Commerce, of which I am a member. Points touched upon in this 
statement will further substantiate the necessity for beginning immediate im- 
provements to the Sabine River Channel from the mouth of Sabine Lake to 
Orange, Tex., an integral and important segment of the Sabine-Neches waterway, 
Tex. 

It is important to us that action be initiated on the approved project as soon 
as practical because recent events have resulted in a severe loss of tonnage to 
the port of Orange. The already authorized project depth of 30 feet has not 
been maintained on the Sabine Channel and consequently approximately 70 
percent of our present tonnage has refused to call at the port of Orange unless 
corrective measures are taken immediately. This will probably have a serious 
effect on other shipping interests unless immediate steps are taken to rectify 
the conditions existing and continuing to improve the vital Sabine River Chan- 
nel. The justification for these urgently needed improvements is the continuing 
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phenomenal industrial expansion in the Orange area. All of the industrial 
installations have indicated that deep water will be needed in their operations. 
{We should like to point out that the following presently exist on the Sabine 
River Channel which is also a major part of the intraceastal canal system: 

1. Levingston Shipbuilding Co. who have recently announced a substantial 
expansion program. 

2. United States Steel, American Bridge division. 

3. The United States naval station and Texas group, Atlantic Reserve fleets, 
at the upper end of the project. 

4. The DuPont Co., Sabine River works. 

5. Harms Marine Service and Higman Towing Co., who are major towboat 
operators located in this channel. 

6. The Allied Chemical & Dye Corp., nitrogen division. 

Since our last statement regarding these improvements we have and are 
now in the process of adding to this industrial program the following firms: 

1. Spencer Chemical Co. multi-million-dollar petrochemical plant now in 
operation. 

2. Goodrich-Gulf Chemicals, a subsidiary of B. F. Goodrich and Gulf Oil Corp., 
are making engineering studies on a 750-acre site purchased several years ago. 
It is anticipated that a construction program will be initiated in the immediate 
future. 

3. Firestone Tire & Rubber Co. have purchased a 1,000-acre tract and on 
May 1 will place under construction the first unit of a giant petrochemical 
manufacturing center. 

4. The Texas Portland Cement Co. are constructing a multi-million-dollar 
installation which should be in operation by September of 1956. 

5. Negotiations of a confidential nature are underway as this statement is 
drafted for additional industrial installations as well as expansion plans for 
some of the industries specified above. 

6. On December 17, 1955, the qualified taxpayers of Orange County voted 
nearly 2 to 1 the creation of the Orange County Port and Navigation District 
to facilitate increased activity on our waterway and to make it possible to 
further program our industrial expansion through direct taxation. 

We sincerely believe that the needs we have presented here are immediate 
and do not concern themselves with possible further happenings. Ours is a very 
serious problem and time delays can only increase the magnitude of the serious- 
ness of the problem. In addition to the economic justification set forth in this 
statement a vital consideration in our minds is the Texas group, Atlantic Reserve 
leet, United States Navy, where a vital national-defense reason exists for main- 
taining and improving the Sabine River Channel from Orange, Tex., to the sea, 

With the industrial installations now existing in this community and those 
which will locate in the future it becomes increasingly important that our water- 
ways problem be acted upon as soon as practical and with the least possible 
delay. We have not attempted to cover in this statement specific details but will 
file a complete brief at a later date. The economic life of Orange hinges to a 
great extent on the Sabine Channel. With our emergency problems and our 
future perhaps in jeopardy we respectfully request an appropriation at this 
session of Congress for the authorized improvements to the Sabine portion of the 
Sabine-Neches Waterway. 


BEAUMONT, TEx., March 19, 1956. 
Hon. Jack B. Brooks, M. C., 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Regret lack of time precludes our testifying before Public Works Subcom- 
mittee but respectfully urge you enter this message into record. In view of 
established volume of shipping over Sabine-Neches Waterway, largely consist- 
ing of deep-draft tanker and other traffic highly essential to defense effort as 
well as important from standpoint of world trade, this organization begs that 
funds be provided for the urgently needed realinement now authorized. New 
vessels now in service cannot negotiate present channel fully loaded. We can 
only stress that this project is worthy of priority consideration if all aspects are 
fairly weighed and that failure to proceed with this work is imposing serious 
burden on the industry while potentially hazardous to Nation’s security from 
defense standpoint. 

E. R. Costet1o, 
President, the Propeller Club of 


The United States Port of the Sabine. 
75294—5é6—pt. 1——-19 
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(The following letters were also received for insertion in the 
record :) 


BEAUMONT NAVIGATION DISTRICT OF JEFFERSON COUNTY, TEx., 
Beaumont, Texr., March 20, 1956. 


SABINE NECHES WATERWAY, TEX., AUTHORIZED 1954 


To the chairman and members of the Subcommittee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives of the United States: 

The Sabine-Neches Waterway provides deepwater navigation to the cities 
of Beaumont, Port Arthur, and Orange, Tex. The waterway serves a terri- 
tory known as the Sabine area of southeast Texas. 

In the Sabine area and located on the banks of the waterway are 6 major oil 
refineries that have a combined capacity of processing 1 million barrels of 
crude oil per day. This represents one-eighth of the oil refined in in the United 
States. These refineries are constantly expanding their facilities to accommodate 
the increased demand of the consumer, public, and to supply aviation gasoline, jet 
fuels, and other products to the Armed Forces of the National Government. 

The Sabine-Neches Waterway on which is shipped in modern deep-draft ves- 
sels 90 percent of the petroleum refined in the area is the only means of trans- 
porting and distributing this vast quantity of highly essential products. 

In April of 1948 (S years ago) local shipping interests could foresee the 
necessity of improving the depth, width, and alinement of the waterway. A re- 
sulting hearing was held on August 30, 1949, at which evidence was introduced 
substantiating the necessity for improvements estimated to cost $22 million. 
In 1954 the Congress on recommendation of the Chief of Army Engineers, au- 
thorized a portion of the improvements requested which consisted of channel 
realinement and other rectification work. 

The Sabine-Neches Waterway has one of the most tortuous alinements of 
the major waterways of the world. The existing alinement contains 43 curves 
in its course of 47 miles. The average angularity is 34° per mile. The author- 
ized project for which we are asking for funds, when completed, would reduce 
the angularity to 14.9° per mile and would eliminate all bends of less than 5,000 
feet radii. 

The engineers in their recommendation to the Congress realized the importance 
of eliminating the sharp 2,000-foot radii bends in order that the channel aline- 
ment would be established in its final location before more widening and 
deepening is undertaken. 

The ships of the great tanker fleet that traverse the Sabine-Neches Waterway 
filled with petroleum products consigned to domestic or foreign ports of the 
world have grown in size from 16,000 tons to 28,000 tons or more. The modern 
supertankers are approximately 675 feet long, 90-foot beam, and 34 draft. They 
are designed to meet Navy specifications as to speed and carry sufficient cargo to 
justify their operation competitively with other forms of transportation. Many 
of these ships are forced to sail short cargo due to sharp bends in the channel and 
not sufficient depth. 

The Beaumont Navigation District assumes the responsibility of furnishing 
the right-of-way for the authorized project. The shores of the Neches River 
section of the channel are lined with industrial plants which are constantly ex- 
panding their facilities. It is difficult to negotiate for properties unless some 
assurance is given that the work will be done at some definite date. If funds 
are appropriated for all or even a portion of the work, the Beaumont Navigation 
District could purchase immediately the right-of-way before industry has de- 
veloped on the properties needed and the channel could never be straightened. 

The Beaumont Navigation District respectfully requests that funds be made 
available for the improvements authorized so that work be started during the 
approaching fiscal year on this important artery of commerce, so important to 
the area it serves and to the Nation as a whole, both in normal and in time of a 
national emergency. 

Respectfully submitted. 

BEAUMONT NAVIGATION DISTRICT, 
By JoHN Newton, President. 
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Canyon Dam Progect 


WITNESSES 


HON. JOHN J. BELL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF TEXAS 

HON. HOMER THORNBERRY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. BoLtanp. We have Congressman John Bell next. We are 
sorry, Congressman Bell, for the delay. As you intimated, these 
people have come 1,800 miles, and we would like to give them their 
say. It is their first opportunity to say anything to Members of 
Congress. We appreciate the long distance of travel. 

Mr. Brut. I do not have a prepared statement here. If you will 
give me leave, I will file one with you later. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, T wish to outline just briefly the 
importance of several projects which are vital to my district. One such project 
is known as the Canyon Dam which is to be built across the Guadalupe River in 
Comal County, Tex. The Ist session of the 84th Congress appropriated for this 
project $40 000 in advance study money and $360,000 in initial construction 
funds. The budget this year recommends an appropriation for this project of 
$1,600,000. Local interests are ready to put up at the present time $1,400,000. 

I feel that the construction of this dam which should be the first in a series of 
dams in the Guadalupe Valley would be highly beneficial to the residents of the 

valley. In the past, millions of dollars in flood damages have occurred along the 

Guadalupe, and I feel that the construction of this dam will alleviate to a great 
extent the destructive floods in the future. Likewise, waters impounded by the 
dam will prove very beneficial not only to industrial and agricultural interests in 
the valley but also to municipalities located in the area which are looking more and 
more toward surface water for municipal uses. 

Another project is the Kenedy Channel project authorized by the Flood Control 
Act of 1954 which provides for channel improvements along the Escondido Creek 
in the vicinity of Kenedy, Karnes County, Tex. The estimated Federal cost of 
the project is $193,000. Funds required for planning prior to construction are 
estimated to be $36,000. It is the $36,000 item which I am asking for now 
although it is not in the budget. This channel improvement would provide flood 
protection for 466 cultivated acres, 267 acres of grazing land, and 50 acres of urban 
land. In the past, hundreds of thousands of dollars worth of damage has been 
caused by this creek during flash floods. The channel improvement project on 
Kscondidc Creek is part of the overall plan for the improvement of the San 
Antonio River of which the Escondido is a tributary. I invite this committee to 
contact the Corps of Army Engineers as to this item. 

Another project is the Blieders Creek resurvey. This creek is a tributary of 
the Guadalupe and is located in Comal County, Tex. It runs through important 
business, industrial, and residential areas of the city of New Braunfels. An 
unfavorable survey was made on this creek but I believe a resurvey at the present 
time would be favorable. An estimated cost of the resurvey would be $20,000. 
This creek has caused hundreds of thousands of dollars worth of damage and it 
also floods a powerplant located at New Braunfels which furnishes part of the 
power to military installations in San Antonio. Flash floods cause a cessation of 
operations at this plant. This item is not in the budget but I respectfully ask you 
to inquire of the Corps of Army Engineers as to the justification for a resurvey. 

[ want to talk just briefly about three projects. One is the Canyon 
Dam located in Comal County, Tex., for which this Congress appro- 
priated $40,000 advance study mone v last year and $360,000 for 
initial construction funds. 

The budget item on it this year is $1,600,000. We feel that it is 
very meritorious and should be appropriated this year. Local interests 
are putting up $1,400,000. In the past, millions of dollars have been 
lost in flood damage, and we think this will correct this loss. 





KENEDY CHANNEL 


There are two unbudgeted items which I would like to mention 
briefly. One is the Kenedy Channel project authorized by the 
Flood Control Act of 1954 and provides for channel improvements 
along Escondido Creek in the vicinity of Texas. 

This would provide flood protection for about 466 acres elevated 
lands and 267 acres of grazing land and 50 acres of urban land. 

The estimated Federal cost for the project is $193,000. Funds 
required for planning prior to initiation of construction are estimated 
to be $36,000. 

We would appreciate your consideration of putting that planning 
money in the appropriation bill and request your inquiry to the 
Corps of Engineers as to its evaluation. That creek, too, has caused 
several hundreds of thousands of dollars in flood damage in the past. 
It is part of the whole San Antonio River plan. 


BLEIDERS CREEK 


The other item concerns Bleiders Creek. A survey was made on 
there and the report was unfavorable but the Senate committee has 
approved a resolution for resurvey of it. The engineers’ estimate 
was that it would cost $20,000 to make a resurvey of that. That 
creek floods a great deal of urban property in New Braunfels, Tex. 
It also floods the powerplant there which furnishes part of the power 
to the military installations in San Antonio. 

I would invite your inquiry of the Corps of Engineers on that 
project, also. 


The $20,000 request that I am making and the $36,000 request are 
not in the budget, but we would certainly like to see them in the 
budget. 

Mr. Boutanp. Thank you very much, Mr. Bell, for your statement 
and your presence. 

We will now hear Congressman Kilday, who will testify with 
respect to the San Antonio River project. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HOMER THORNBERRY 


Mr. THornperRry. I am Homer Thornberry from the 10th District 
of Texas. I would like to associate myself with Congressman Bell in 
his testimony on the Canyon Dam in favor of the budgeted amount 
of $1,600,000. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Bouanp. I regret again that we did not take you earlier because 
you have been so brief, but I think you can appreciate the position 
we are in. 

San Antonio River Prosect 


WITNESS 


HON. PAUL J. KILDAY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Kinpay. There is an item in the budget for $800,000 for the 
San Antonio project. 





291 


The San Antonio River Authority has held elections and authorized 
$12 million in bonds to pay for its share of the contributions. 

The San Antonio River Authority feels that with an appropriation 
of $1,700,000, rather than $800,000, the work would proceed in a 
better manner or better program. 

I am requesting today only the budget item of $800,000 rather than 
$1,700,000 that the San Antonio River Authority may ask an 
opportunity to justify. Whether or not they will be able to do 
that, I do not know, but I am appearing on behalf of the budgeted 
item of $800,000. 

I would Jike to add to what Mr. Bell has said with reference to the 
Kenedy project. It is included in the same authorization as the 
San Antonio River Authority. That river—you would probably 
call it a creek if you looked at it—has a habit of flooding about every 
other year through the city of San Antonio and on down to Kenedy. 
It turns out to where we run about $3 million for each flood. That is 
the way it has been running. 

The people in Kenedy have been pretty regularly washed out, and 
they are a part of the San Antonio River Authority which includes 
my area. 

I believe there is real merit to that $36,000 request that Mr. Bell 
has mentioned. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank vou very much. We appreciate your appear- 
ance and statement. 


Wepnespay, Marcu 21, 1956. 


Mipp.Le Creek PROJEcT 


WITNESS 


HON. HUBERT B. SCUDDER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Krrwan. The committee will be in order. 

We have with us this morning Congressman Scudder. We are 
very happy to have you with us. 

Mr. Scupper. I have a statement that I would like to read and 
submit. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 

Mr. Scupprer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Hubert B. Scudder, Member of Congress from the First Congressional 
District of California. 

I appear before you today in behalf of a project of great urgency. 
It is the Middle Creek project located near the community of Upper 
Lake in Lake County, Calif. It was authorized under Public Law 
780, 83d Congress, and is estimated to cost $1,210,000. 

This project is designed to afford protection against floods to an 
area of some 2,700 acres of highly developed agricultural lands located 
along the lower reaches of Middle, Scott, and Clover Creeks. It will 
also provide badly needed protection to the community of Upper 
Lake, which is situated on both banks of Clover Creek. 

Last year I appeared before this committee and requested that 
$70,000, which was estimated as necessary for the advanced planning 
of this project be included in the budget for fiscal year 1956. How- 
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ever, the sum was not included. I am again renewing my request 
for $70,000 in advanced planning money for fiscal year 1957 so that 
surveys may get underway and make it possible to secure construction 
funds for fiscal 1958. 

Since my appearance before you last year Middle Creek has flooded 
at least five times. These recurring disasters are forcing the main 
industries of the community to seriously consider relocating their 
plants in other areas. This would have a dire effect on the economy 
of the entire Upper Lake area from a standpoint of payrolls, let alone 
the damage which is being inflicted to agricultural land. 

Mav I emphasize the fact that the residents of this community 
were flooded five times last year. Homes were flooded, stocks of 
merchandise in stores were ruined and a great financial loss was sus- 
tained. The State of California enacted special legislation to assist 
in the local participation. The community of Upper Lake is ready 
and willing to put up the local required funds and easements. Some 
businesses and industry have had to relocate. Gentlemen, this is a 
worthwhile project. The economy and welfare of this area should be 
protected. I appeal to you, in behalf of these good hearty American 
citizens who have waited patiently for assistance, that this committee 
recognize their plight and include the $70,000 so that they can be 
assured that their homes may be saved and their community continue 
to exist. 

The future of an entire community is in jeopardy. I assure you 
that this is a matter of urgency, and wish to urge your favorable 
consideration to this request. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your statement? 

Mr. Scupprr. Yes. 

Mr. Puriures. How large a community is Upper Lake? 

Mr. Scuppgr. I don’t think there is over 600 people. It is a small 
community, an agricultural community. 

Mr. Putuuips. This project has been authorized? 

Mr. Scupprr. Yes, authorized and recognized for a long time as 
being a very worthwhile project. 

Mr. Bouanp. Is there any estimate on what the total cost would be 
for flood protection? 

Mr. Scupper. The entire cost is $1,210,000, not all from the Federal 
Government. It is a participating program. 

Mr. Botanp. What participation would the local people give? 
Would it be easements and rights-of-way? 

Mr. Scupprer. Yes, and I think some other considerations because 
the State of California is participating. A special bill was passed by 
the legislature to assist them in some cooperative manner, possibly 
stream. stabilization in connection with the improvements. 

Mr. Puriuuips. Is the $1.2 million the Federal share or is that the 
total cost? 

Mr. Scupper. Total cost. 

Mr. Puruires. The Federal Government doesn’t pay that much? 

Mr. Scupprer. No, it would be a lesser amount. That would take 
into consideration right-of-way and the levee work that would be 
necessary. It isn’t a big project but the damage was estimated at 
$185,000 this year. It has been flooded five times this past winter. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. 

Mr. Scupper. I have statements on two other projects which, in 
order to conserve time, I would like to submit for the record. 
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(The statements are as follows:) 


CRESCENT City HARBOR 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I am Hubert B. Scudder, 
Member of Congress from the First Congressional District of California. 

At the outset, I would like to express to you my appreciation—and that of the 
people of Del Norte County—for the cooperation extended by this committee in 
approving funds which have made it possible to undertake construction of the 
modified breakwater project at Crescent City Harbor. 

The development of this harbor as a coastal port has contributed largely to the 
phenomenal growth of Del Norte County. 

The $1 million recommended in the budget for fiscal year 1957 will enable the 
Corps of Engineers to carry on to near completion the construction already 
underway. I urge that the recommendation be sustained. 

There is a highly significant factor in connection with the construction of the 
jetty at Crescent City Harbor. For the first time in this country the use of tetra- 
pods will be employed as a means of strengthening the breakwater. Tetrapods 
have been used successfully in other parts of the world, and it is my understanding 
that members of the engineering profession are watching this development with 
great interest. 

Tetrapods resemble children’s jacks in shape. They weigh about 16 tons each 
and are manufactured from concrete. When placed in position they interlock to 
form a strong barrier against the force of water and tidal action. If they prove 
as successful as the engineers predict in jetty construction, repair, and mainte- 
nance requirements will be greatly reduced. They could also be put to good use 
at other locations where breakwaters are subject to damage by heavy seas. 

Crescent City Harbor is rapidly becoming one of the most important coastal 
ports along the northern California coastline. Lumber products and bulk 
petroleum are the main products passing through the port. It is also a base of 
operations for a sizable commercial fishing fleet. 

I therefore urge that the recommended funds be sustained so that construction 
can be completed to make this a safe port for coastal shipping. 

Thank you for your consideration to this request. 


Russian River Prosect 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. My name is Hubert B. Scudder. 
I represent the First Congressional District of California, and I appear before you 
today in behalf of a project which means a great deal to a considerable portion of 
my district. 

I refer to the Russian River project, and more specifically to the reeommenda- 
tion in the fiscal 1957 budget of $2,150,000 in construction funds for the Coyote 
Valley Reservoir which is the integral part of this project. 

Since my appearance before you last May, there have been significant develop- 
ments with respect to this project. The voters of Sonoma and Mendocino Coun- 
ties approved bond issues by margins of better than 3 to 1 to raise the $5,598,000 
in local participating money. 

An upward adjustment in overall costs raised the question of whether these 
local funds would be sufficient. A taxpayers suit was filed to prevent sale of the 
bonds. It reached the State supreme court and the way was cleared for sale of 
the bonds when the court denied the appeal on the 29th of February. 

In the meantime, and immediately upon convening of Congress in January, I 
introduced a bill authorizing an increase of $1,165,000 in Federal participation to 
compensate for adjusted costs. The bill received quick approval by the House 
and Senate and was signed by the President on the 10th of February. It is 
Public Law 404. 

I arranged a meeting on the 2d of March during which the check covering full 
local payment was turned over to the Department of the Interior by the Sonoma 
County District Attorney. On the 5th of March I accompanied Secretary of the 
Interior McKay to the Pentagon where the check was presented to the Secretary 
of the Army Brucker. Well-laid plans were immediately and officially set in 
motion by the Army Corps of Engineers. Advertising for bids has already com- 
menced, and actual construction should be well under way by early summer. 

Two factors have made this possible—the cooperation of local interests in 
raising their share of the costs, and the sympathetic attitude of the Appropriations 
Committees of the Congress in approving initial construction funds in the fiscal 
1956 budget. 
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The Army engineers estimate that had the Coyote Valley Reservoir been con- 
structed prior to the disastrous floods of last December, flood damage in the 
Russian River Basin would have been reduced by at least $2 million. 

Flood control is one of the important phases of this project. I sincerely urge 
this committee to sustain the $2,150,000 recommended by the Bureau of the 
Budget for fiscal year 1957, so that construction work may proceed uninterrupted. 

I have received resolutions adopted by the boards of supervisors of Sonoma 
and Mendocino Counties, Calif., endorsing the reeommended construction funds 
and the need for same in view of flood damages. There are the two counties in 
which the project is located, and I desire to enter the resolutions at this point in 
the record. 

Thank you for your time and consideration to this request. 


RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ENDORSING REQUEST FOR CON- 
STRUCTION FuNDS FOR CoyoTE VALLEY Dam QuoTiInG Storm DAMAGES AND 
EstiMATEsS OF LOSSES AND THE AmMouNntT THat Wovu.p Have BEEN SAVED IF 
THE Dam Hap BEEN IN 


Whereas the December 1955 and January 1956 floods caused a great deal of 
damage to lands, improvements, and utilities in Sonoma County; and 

Whereas there were damages in the amount of $1,150,000 to residential prop- 
erties in the resort section of the Russian River alone; and 

Whereas there were damages in the amount of $1,070,000 to commercial prop- 
erties in the recreational section of the Russian River; and 

Whereas the damage to farm lands and improvements amounted to $2,220,000; 
and 

Whereas the damage to county roads and structures amounted to $485,000, 
most of it being in the Russian River watershed; and 

Whereas the damages to public utilities including the Northwestern Pacific 
Railroad amounted to several hundred thousand dollars; and 

Whereas the total damage of the Russian River watershed in Sonoma and 
Mendocino Counties amounted to nearly $5 million; and 

Whereas the district engineer, Corps of Engineers, United States Army, has 
reported that about one-half of this damage in the amount of $2,500,000 could 
have been prevented if the Coyote Valley Reservoir and channel works in the 
tussian River watershed were in operation: Now therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors in regular session 
assembled this 21st day of February, 1956, does hereby recommend to the Congress 
and the administration of the United States of America that $2,250,000 of con- 
struction funds be allocated to the already authorized Russian River projects 
to be used for construction during the fiscal period 1956-57. 

The foregoing resolution was introduced by Supervisor Lyttle who moved its 
adoption, seconded by Supervisor Shoemaker and adopted on roll call by the 
following vote: Ayes: Supervisors Lyttle, Shoemaker, Guidotti, Anderson. 
Noes: Supervisors, none. Absent: Supervisor Lampson. 

Whereupon, the chairman declared said resolution passed and adopted and so 
ordered. : 


RESOLUTION No, 1999, RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SuPERVISORS ENDORSING 
REQUEST FOR CoNnsTRUCTION FuNDs FOR CoyoTE VALLEY Dam QUOTING 
Storm DAMAGES AND EsTIMATES OF LOSSES AND THE AMOUNT THAT WOULD 
Have Been Savep 1rF Dam Hap Been IN 
Whereas the December 1955 and January 1956 floods caused a great deal of 
damage to lands, improvements, and utilities in Mendocino County; and 
W hereas there were damages in the amount of $1,150,000 in residential proper- 
ties in the resort section of the Russian River alone; and 

Whereas there were damages in the amount of $1,070,000 to commercial prop- 
erties in the recreational section of the Russian River; and 

W hereas the damage to farm lands and improvements amounted to $2,220,000; and 

Whereas the damage to county roads and structures amounted to $485,000, 
most of it being in the Russian River watershed; and 

Whereas the damages to public utilities including the Northwestern Pacific 

Railroad amounted to several hundreds of thousands of dollars; and 
Whereas the total damage of the Russian River watershed in Sonoma and 

Mendocino Counties amounted to nearly $5 million; and 
Whereas the district engineer, Corps of Engineers, United States Army, has 

reported that about one-half of this damage in the amount of $2,500,000 could 
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have been prevented if the Coyote Valley Reservoir and channel works in the 
Russian River watershed were in operation: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors in regular session 
assembled this 15th day of March 1956, does hereby recommend to the Congress 
and the administration of the United States of America, that $2,250,000 of con- 
struction funds be allocated to the already authorized Russian River projects to 
be used for construction during the fiscal period 1956-57. 

The foregoing resolution was introduced by Supervisor Hartley, seconded by 
Supervisor Scaramella, and adopted on rolleall on following vote: Ayes: Super- 
visors Hartley, Sawyers, Scarameila, Poulos. Noes: Supervisors, none. Absent: 
Supervisor Bainbridge. 

Whereupon, the chairman declared said resolution passed and adopted and so 
ordered. 


ALASKA Pustic Works 


WITNESSES 


HON. E. L. BARTLETT, A DELEGATE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
TERRITORY OF ALASKA 

W. K. BOARDMAN, KETCHIKAN 

B. FRANK HEINTZLEMAN, GOVERNOR OF ALASKA 


Mr. Kirwan. Now we have Mr. Bartlett and his group with us. 

Mr. Bartiett. We have Governor Heintzleman and Mr. Board- 
man of Ketchikan. 

Mr. Krrwan. All right, proceed. 

Mr. Bartuert. I will make my participation in this brief by sub- 
mitting this statement. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right, incorporate it in the record. 

(The above-referred to statement is as follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I very much appreciate your 
courtesy in listening to me this morning. I am appearing in behalf of a subject 
very vital to the economy of so many coastal communities in Alaska and to the 
residents of those communities who make their living from the sea. 

The President’s budget contains, for construction, requests totaling $1,358,000 
for authorized Alaskg projects, including $336,000 for completion of a small-boat 
basin and a breakwater at Wrangell, $500,000 to start excavation of a moorage 
basin and construction of a breakwater at Bar Point, Ketchikan, and $129,000 
for construction of a rock and gravel breakwater along the southeastern side of an 
existing small-boat harbor at Valdez and construction of two additional break- 
waters. In addition, the budget includes $393,000 for Gold Creek flood-control 
work in Juneau. 

As were all persons of the communities which will benefit from this programed 
work, I was gratified to learn that Alaska had not been totally neglected. I urge 
that these funds be allowed. 

I would hope, however, that the committee might consider increasing the 
appropriation request for the Territory. Aside from the 4 projects listed above, 
Congress has authorized construction of 6 small-boat harbor and breakwater 
projects, 6 navigation projects and 1 flood-control project. For ready reference 
I am attaching a list showing the authorized Alaska projects at 1955 estimated 
costs. It cannot be emphasized too strongly how very important the completion 
of these projects would be to the economy of Alaska’s coastal towns based so 
largely as it is on the fishing industry. 

Hach of these projects has merit. The authorized program for the Territory, 
in addition to Wrangell, Ketchikan, Valdez, and Gold Creek include small-boat 
harbor and breakwater projects for Craig, Elfin Cove, Kodiak, Pelican, Sitka, 
and Skagway. Navigation channels have been approved for Dry Pass, Neva 
Strait, Keku Strait, Gastineau Channel, Seldovia, and Wrangell Narrows, and 
a flood-control project for Skagway. These projects, totaling only $12,884,200, 
would provide greatly needed harborage facilities and make oftentimes hazardous 
and time consuming voyages a thing of the past. The benefit which would flow 
from their completion cannot be measured in dollars. I urge that in addition 
to the $1,358,000 requested in the budget that a good measure of the remaining 
authorized projects totaling $12,884,200 be considered favorably for immediate 
construction. 
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Authorized navigation and flood control pragecte, Alaska 


x 1955 Budget 
Project estimated | request 1957 
cost fiscal year 


SMALL BOAT HARBORS AND BREAKWATERS 


Wrangell, completion of small boat basin and breakwater---___-..--.----- | $336, 000 $336, 000 
Craig, small boat basin_- phd voniss ide 365, 000 |... .. 
Elfin Cove, removal of rocks for access to safe boat anchorage = 173, 000 
Ketchikan, Bar Point breakwater and an additional north breakwater. | 3, 670, 000 | 
Kodiak, small boat basin, 320 boats. . a Ra a a a Oe ; 1, 948, 000 |---- 
Pelican, breakwater and dredging. . ie : + : 362, 000 | 
Sitka, small boat basin and breakwater iets Sciala ate 1, 801, 800 
Skagway, small boat basin and dredging_--- sellin ones ames Re: 50, 000 
Valdez, modification of breakwaters... vateie 128, 600 


NI asi li ee ood tn agree ne oimtegsaeb ze acl ciate 4 = 8, 834, 400 


NAVIGATION CHANNELS 
Dry Pass-_-- cadmas Ere 3 3 s ae 
Neva Strait. ___ ; z oe "283" 000 


Keku Strait ; ; 4 cA 300, 000 

Gastineau C hannel (June: iu to Fritz Cove) i 3 ser , 080, 000 | __ 
Seldovia . nha 276, 000 | _. 
Wrangell Narrows, dredging anc horage basin.......- : 647, 500 |_- 


DO oe ne ee he ; _4, 157, 800 


FLOOD CONTROL | 
Gold Creek (Juneau) -_-_--__-_- . waded gee 428, 000 
Skagway-..-___--- PeawaGeniaaneseteown acacddaeih 822, 000 


Subtotal__.- : sit obese 4 250, 000 


Grand total....... Es a 3 : ad ‘14,242,200 | 1,358, 000 


Pe.ican Coup Srorace Co., 
Pelican, Alaska, March 16, 1956. 
Hon, E. L. Bart ert, 
Delegate from Alaska, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Hear Sir: Since the Pelican Harbor improvement was authorized in the 
Rivers and Harbors Act approved September 3, 1954, the nged for the improve- 
ment has become much more acute than when it was originally recommended 
by the Corps of Engineers. Although there was faint hope that the project 
would be ineluded in fiscal 1956 appropriations, there is keen disappointment 
among all interested in the project that the appropriation has not been requested 
for fiscal 1957. 

A review of the data upon which the project was recommended by the Army 
engineers reveals that at least a portion was compiled from information gathered 
in 1948 and earlier. It is clearly recognized by those concerned that the Pelican 
project, in date of authorization, is junior to several other Alaska projects author- 
ized between 1935 and 1946. However, when considered from the standpoint 
of present need and benefit, we truly believe right now that it is second to none. 

Since 1948 there has been an astounding further growth of Pelican’s harbor 
activity and volume of traffic. From a strip of unimproved beach and virgin 
forest in 1938, Pelican has developed to a dominant position in the fishing industry 
of Alaska today. In 1954, for instance, the cold storage in Pelican processed the 
largest poundage of fish of any plant in Alaska—approximately 7 million pounds. 
Production of mild-cured salmon is consistently the largest in the Territory 
year in and year out. In 1954 the Pelican salmon cannery produced at the Pelican 
plant 129,000 tall cases of salmon—the largest pack by any 1 plant in Alaska 
that year. There are over 500 trolling boats presently using Pelican as their 
principal base of operations. Over 100 American and 80 Canadian halibut vessels 
made Pelican a port of call for discharge of fares or to load stores last season. 
Since Pelican became a United States customs port of entry several years ago, 
it has enjoyed the greatest number of Canadian fishing vessel entries in the 
entire Territory. Pelican’s shore-based activity has grown apace; the cold-storage 
plant has expended over $200,000 over the past 5 years to handle increased volume; 
the Pelican sawmill now has three times the capacity it did in 1948; the Pelican 
salmon cannery has expanded its activities to make the port its headquarters 
for the production of over 40 seine boats. 
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The volume of shore activity is directly proportionate to harbor traffic. From 
the few figures given above, it is obvious what has happened in Pelican in the last 
3 or 4 years. The limitations imposed by the present restricted moorage and 
harbor facilities are proving a severe deterrent to the further growth of the port. 
Translated into terms of money, lack of a proper harbor development is costing 
fishermen, citizens and shore-based industry literally thousands of dollars a year 
now. The need for this harbor i improvement is urgent and immediate. 

It is our understanding that the House Appropriations Subcommittee meets 
March 21. It appears unlikely that Pelican will be able to have a personal 
representative in Washington to appear before the committee and I am writing 
as a citizen of Pelican intimately familiar with the needs of the fishermen and the 
community, rather than as an official of our industries there, to enlist your assist- 
ance in bringing to the members of the committee the facts relating to Pelican’s 
recent further growth; and to present our plea that the appropriation for the 
Pelican Harbor project be included for fiscal 1957 

There is no question that the amount of this appropriation will be amortized 
over a very few years by the increased productivity of the large fishing fleet 
operating at Pelican and the reduction in the substantial losses now caused by 
lack of protected moorage in the harbor. Because of your personal familiarity 
with these conditions, we know you have the fullest appreciation of the problem. 

You have our deep appreciation for your great help in the past, and our sin- 
cerest wish for success in the present instance. 

Respectfully yours, 
P.S. Gantry, 
Executive Vice President 


STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY THE KopIAK CHAMBER OF COMMERCE RELATING TO 
THE Kopiak SMALL-Boat Basin, Koprak, ALASKA 


The Kodiak small-boat harbor project was first approved by the 83d Congress 
of the United States per Document No. 465. The total cost of the project per 
the Corps of Engineers estimate is $1,685,000. As yet, moneys have not been 
appropriated for the fulfillment of this project and in that regard the people of 


Kodiak are soliciting your support in their endeavor to obtain what for them is 
fast becoming a nec essity. 

The city of Kodiak is a small town founded originally in 1793. At the present 
time, its population is 3,500 persons. It is located on the northeast end of sage 
Island off the Alaska Peninsula in the North Pacifie Ocean; and is basically 
fishing community with its basic economy being the fisheries industry. The sie 
of Kodiak is also a marketing area for approximately 10,000 persons, many of 
whom reside within a radius of 10 miles from Kodiak, a large part being those 
military personnel assigned to duty at the United States naval station. On the 
island itself, efforts are being made for the development of mining, beef cattle, 
ranching, dairying, sheep raising, and other varied activities. 

As previously stated, Kodiak’s basic economy is based on the fisheries and re- 
lated industries. During the calendar year 1955, there were 594,040 cases of 
salmon, packed and processed for shipment in the Kodiak Island area to disburs- 
ing centers in the United States—75,000 of these cases were packed within the 
city of Kodiak itself. Also at Kodiak, 9,526 cases of clams were packed. To 
illustrate the status of these figures as compared to other areas in Alaska, south- 
eastern Alaska had a total pack of 795,079 cases of salmon whereas southwestern 
Alaska packed 1,134,694 cases and western Alaska 362,247 cases.' Needless to 
say, the Kodiak Island area which encompasses an area of only 50 by 150 miles 
had the largest pack in the salmon industry of any area in Alaska. 

King crab fishing and processing is rapidly becoming very important to the 
fisheries economy in this area. In 1950, 125,704 pounds of crab were processed 
as compared to 1954 when approximately 4 million pounds were processed in the 
Kodiak area. A very conservative estimate of the total people employed has 
been made which, comparatively speaking, for the vear 1950 five fishermen were 
employed whereas for the calendar year 1954 over 200 fishermen were employed. 
We consider the king crab fisheries to be in its infancy and that it will have un- 
limited development and economic impact upon this area. Kodiak is also a 
central point for the largest halibut banks known to mankind but to date, little 
local activity other than boats fishing that are based elsewhere has been evident 
due primarily to the lack of safe anchorage for halibut rigged boats in this area. 


1 Data furnished by Fish and Wildlife Service and Alaska Department of Fisheries. 
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The principal reasons, briefly stated, to support our contention that moneys 
should be immediately appropriated for the Kodiak small-boat harbor project 
are as follows: 

1. The establishment of safe moorage and marine facilities which would 
make it practical for boatowners to base their boats at Kodiak rather than 
to extend the expense of the long run between local fishing areas and home 
ports. 

2. The reduction of the high cost of marine repair and the resultant cost 
of marine insurance due to two things. First, the nonexistence of any repair 
yards in western Alaska capable of taking vessels of 150 tons deadweight 
making it necessary for temporary repairs to be made locally and the vessel 
dispatched to large yards in Seattle for complete repairs. Second, the very 
limited safe harbor facilities available for winter layup. There are only two 
communities in western Alaska with safe moorage facilities, namely Seward 
and Cordova, both of which have limited fishing potential. Cordova houses 
43 locally owned boats and Seward 12. 

3. In the past 40 years, fishing out of Seattle and neighboring stateside 
ports has crept further westward year by year. Until 1938, the practice of 
ground fishing boats taking halibut principally was to load ice in southeastern 
Alaska, run to the halibut banks in the Gulf of Alaska on either side of Kodiak 
Island and return to Seattle with their catch. Since that time, several large 
cold-storage plants have been built in eastern Alaska waters and the Seattle 
boats are beginning in the majority to sell their packs in Alaska to these 
cold-storage plants. Due to the increased Canadian participation in halibut 
and ground fishing, the fishing fleet is extending further westward and now 
is encountered in and about the Shumigan Islands some 400 miles west of 
Kodiak. The same problem that confronted the earlier fishermen out of 
Seattle in respect to expense in delivering the catch is developing cold- 
storage plants in western Alaska. In the not too distant future, the cost of 
delivering fish to a central marketing point on the mainland is going to be 
prohibitive from a marketing point of view. As Kodiak Island lies within 
420 miles of the great circle steamship route to the Far East, this is a diver- 
sion of 30 hours steaming for the modern freight vessel either coming or 
going to the Orient. All coastal vessels out of Seattle or stateside ports on 
courses to the westward pass through Kodiak. Because of Kodiak Island’s 
climate it can truthfully be said it is the last attractive point of normal 
living in western Alaska. Because of Kodiak’s fortunate geographical loca- 
tion, backed as it is by the largest untouched fishing area left in the Western 
World, its ultimate importance as a base for the expanding western Alaska 
fisheries is unlimited. With the construction of a four to six hundred vessel 
boat harbor that will provide the necessary protection in winter lay-ups, 
numerous larger vessels that at the present time fish out of Seattle will move 
in and their owners establish permanent homes. The insurance rates and 
marine repair cost will most assuredly drop with proper protection for the 
vessels and with the advent of more repair facilities. 

4. The construction of a boat harbor in Kodiak would be of indirect 
military benefit in that it would create a pool of desirable type boats for 
search and rescue work and also in the event of an emergency make available 
vessels for inshore and harbor patrol. During World War II, small boats 
based in Kodiak were requisitioned for patrol duty and it is logical to assume 
that in the event of further hostilities vessels in this area would again be 
called upon for duty. 

5. Kodiak, Alaska, is one of the few areas in Alaska that has never experi- 
enced a fishing season failure and it is to be assumed that Kodiak would 
more ably lend itself to the stability of the fishing industry if safe moorage 
facilities were constructed in this area. 

6. The city of Kodiak is the only community in the Territory of Alaska 
with a population of over 1,000 persons which does not have proper moorage 
facilities for locally based fishing vessels. 

7. Residents of the city of Kodiak recently approved a 2 percent consumers 
sales tax, 1 percent of such funds which are collected to be used exclusively 
for the construction of small-boat harbor inner facilities. 

8. The community has guaranteed the supply of rock for construction of 
the facility by procuring a use permit for 250,000 cubic yards of breakwater 
material. 

Returns to the Federal Treasury, which consist of increased gasoline tax, fish 
tax, transportation tax, higher income levels, less expense of supplying maintenance 
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for harbor and offshore patrol boats and increased recreational facilities for 
servicemen stationed at the Kodiak Naval Station, would be unlimited and their 
return over a period of years would pay for the cost of the small-boat basin. 

In view of the above, we earnestly solicit your favorable recommendation for 
appropriation of moneys to begin construction of a small-boat harbor or in the 
event funds are available for complete construction of this project. 


Mr. Bartrietrr. Mr. Boardman would like to make a statement. 
Mr. Krrwan. All right Mr. Boardman, proceed. 


STATEMENT OF W. K. BOARDMAN 


Mr. Boarpman. Mr. Chairman, I greatly appreciate the opportu- 
nity to appear before the committee. I have a prepared statement 
I would like to put in the record. It is a one-page summary. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right, put it in the record. 

(The above-referred to statement is as follows:) 


SuMMARY OF STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY W, K. BoARDMAN RELATING TO THE 
Bar Point SMALL Boat Basin at KETCHIKAN, ALASKA 


1. Request: Funds for construction of a small-boat basin at Bar Point in 
Ketchikan Harbor consisting of a dredged harbor protected by 2 breakwaters 700 
feet and 1,550 feet long, capable of handling 500 boats with drafts up to 12 feet. 

2. Necessity: More than 1,200 fishing boats base at Ketchikan with an increase 
in excess of 2,000 during peaks of salmon and halibut seasons. Present basin can 
only handle maximum of 300 boats. City is port of entry into Alaska and con- 
versely port of departure when leaving Alaska. Entire southeastern Alaska and 
Ketchikan area is solely dependent on marine traffic for support of its eeconomy— 
there are no connecting highways or railroads of any description either within the 
area or entering the area. Needed to accommodate extensive waterborne logging 
operation in connection with new $59 million pulp mill at Ketchikan—the first 
and only pulp mill constructed to date in the Territory. Ketchikan is the salmon 
capital of the world and the project is also needed to accommodate the fleet of 
commercial vessels required to operate 6 salmon canneries, 3 cold-storage plants, 
crab cannery and Alaska’s largest lumber mill, all located within corporate limits 
of city. 

3. Cost of project: Total first cost of $3,670,000. Construction of 450 feet of 
breakwater can be temporarily and perhaps permanently deferred, resulting in 
first cost of initial construction of $2,383,000. 

4. Budget status: Initial construction money of $500,000 for project included 
in current budget. 

5. Construction period: Estimated at 2 or 3 years. 

6. Benefit-cost ratio: Based on complete plan of development, 1.3 to 1.0, 
Based on first cost of initial construction, 2.0 to 1.0. 

7. Benefits from project: Increased productivity of fishery and timber resources. 
Provide necessary harbor facilities for marine traffic that furnishes sole transpor- 
tation medium for the area’s economy. Reduction in vessel damage and mainte- 
nance due to present congestion and lack of moorage. 

8. Construction: Should be started immediately. 

9. Attachments: Pulp mill and Alaska Fishermen’s Union letter. Memoria. 


KETCHIKAN HARBOR 


Mr. BoarpMANn. We appeared before your committee last year on 
behalf of the harbor project in Ketchikan, Alaska, at Bar Point. 
Ketchikan is known as the salmon capital of the world. We have six 
salmon canneries within the corporate limits of our city. Three cold- 
storage plants handle the halibut fisheries. We have a crab cannery 
and we have Alaska’s largest lumber mill. These are all located 
within the corporate limits of the city. Two years ago the Puget 
Sound Pulp & Timber Co. of Bellingham, Wash., and the American 
Viscose Corp., of Philadelphia, built a $60 million pulp mill at Ketchi- 
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kan. It is the first pulp mill in the history of the Territory. It 
expanded the water operations, which are waterbound, from 5 camps 
to 40. We have a registered fleet of fishing and commercial boats of 
all types in Ketchikan of around 2,000. Now that is expanded during 
the halibut and seining seasons to up around 2,500 or so. 

We have had an acute harbor situation that has been almost im- 
possible to cope with. There is no pleasurable aspect to it. These 
are entirely based on our commercial fishery developments and our 
logging development. a 

The Bureau of the Budget finally has recognized this increased 
harbor problem in Alaska. I think what has pinpointed it has been 
the advent of the pulp industry into our particular area. We have 
had two important uranium strikes there in the last year and an 
increased emphasis on the fishing problem has pinpointed this situa- 
tion to where in the current budget we do have an item of $500,000 
for initial construction money for the harbor project at Ketchikan. 
Now we are very appreciative of that fact, of course. I think that 
my remarks can almost be confined to that. 

I would like to state that when the Congress originally authorized 
our project it was before these developments that I have outlined took 
place. It was before our pulp situation came into the picture. It 
was before these uranium discoveries were made in our immediate 
area. 

There is one final point I would like to make. Many, many people 
back here do not understand at all that the Panhandle or southern 
area of Alaska is entirely without any type of highway or railroad 
transportation. We are located in isolated sep: arated islands with no 
connecting railroad system of any type. Our entire economy revolves 
around the use of marine traffic, particularly for our freight situations, 
our fisheries, and our other commercial developments such as the 
logging I have outlined. 

We do have a very finely integrated system of air transportation 
there, particularly for the passenger situation, but we are completely 
at the disposal of marine traffic for our transportation requirements. 
If you gentlemen could imagine a situation like that down here where 
you would have no alternate forms of travel except that, you can 
visualize a little bit of our problem. 

It just seems to us that the historic role that the Government has 
played in the past in giving land grants to the railraods and Federal 
highway aid can be only parallelled in our area by the support of our 
harbor developments. 

It is beyond the bonding capacity of the Territory. The organic 
act under which Alaska operates wouldn’t allow this. A harbor pro- 
ject like this, a harbor project of a permanent type like this is beyond 
the bonding capacity of our Territory. The Territory isn’t allowed 
to do it at all and it is beyond the capacity of our small individual 
communities. 

I think that concludes what I would like to say on it. I certainly 
want to thank the committee for the time you have allowed us on this 
situation. It has been a pleasure to present our situation for you 
again at this time. 

Mr. Krrwan. I will say this, that in looking over the record here 
you must have good representation up there in Mr. Bartlett. 
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Mr. Puiuuirs. Is this project in the budget? 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes, 

Have you completed your statement Mr. Boardman? 

Mr. Boarpman. Yes, sir. Would you include this whole report in 
the record, this whole statement? 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 


(The above-referred-to statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY W. K. BoaRDMAN RELATING TO THE BAR POINT 
SMALL-BoatT Basin AT KETCHIKAN, ALASKA 


1. Request: Funds for construction of a small-boat basin at Bar Point in Ketch- 
ikan Harbor consisting of a dredged harbor protected by 2 rock breakwaters 
700 feet and 1,550 feet long, capable of handling 500 boats with drafts up to 
12 feet. The basis to contain some 780,000 square feet of area and, on a basis 
of 1,500 square feet per boat, would actually accommodate 520 boats. About 
12 percent of the basin area would range in depth from 6 to 10 feet. Thirty per- 
cent would range from 10 to 15 feet, and the balance would vary from 15 to 40 feet. 

2. Necessity: (a) There are more than 2,100 boats of all descriptions of Ketch- 
ikan registry. At least 1,200 fishing boats base at Ketchikan during the fishing 
season and winter months and more than 1,000 boats are actually listed on the city 
assessment rolls owned by individuals and firms residing or doing business within 
the corporate limits of the city. In addition, there are a large number of boats en- 
gaged in the logging and logging camp supply activity in the immediate Ketchikan 
area using the port of Ketchikan as their supply base numbering upward to 100. 
This latter category of boats has only come into being in the area in the last 
2 years as a result of the construction of a new $59 million pulp mill at Ketchikan 
the first and only one to date in Alaska. A further burden is placed on the port 
for accommodation of additional vessels used in the operation of 6 salmon can- 
neries, 3 cold-storage plants, | crab cannery, as well as Alaska’s largest limber 
mill—all located within the corporate limits of the city. There are five additional 
canneries in the immediate Ketchikan trading area. The only present small-boat 
basin can handle a maximum of 300 boats and beyond that point dangerous and 
impossible overcrowding takes place. 

(b) Ketchikan is the first port of entry into Alaska and conversely is the port 
of departure when leaving Alaska for the States. The port of Ketchikan is 
subjected to an enormous influx of transient vessels, particularly from the Puget 
Sound area during the halibut and salmon seining seasons. These fleets, after 
entering and clearing through the port of Ketchikan, fan out all over the Alaska 
fishing grounds and place no comparable strain for accommodating them on any 
other Alaskan port. The same situation prevails when the fishing seasons are 
completed and these fleets funnel back through Ketchikan en route down the 
protected inside passage to the Puget Sound area. 

(c) Unlike almost any other area in the United States proper, a situation prevails 
in Ketchikan and the balance of southeastern Alaska wherein the entire economy 
is dependent on marine traffic. There are no connecting highways or railroads 
of any description either within the area or entering the area that offer an alternate 
form of transportation. All of the communities are located on isolated islands 
separated from each other by extensive bodies of water that force the use of 
marine traffic exclusively. The entire road system at Ketchikan, which is 
located on Revillagigedo Island, extends 15 miles north and 9 miles south of the 
city and just quits in the middle of the Tongass National Forest. 

he nearest United States continental highway and railroad systems are 
located in the Puget Sound area 650 nautical miles to the south of Ketchikan and 
the nearest foreign highway and railroad terminals are located 90 nautical miles 
south of Ketchikan at Prince Rupert, British Columbia. 

The basis of the entire local and surrounding area economy in respect to the 
fishery, timber, and mining resources is wholly dependent on marine traffic and 
boat usage. The construction of the Bar Point small boat basin at Ketchikan is 
absolutely necessary to accommodate the fleet of vessels that support and make 
possible our local and area economy. 

Marine traffic in southeastern Alaska and Ketchikan is the counterpart (and 
substitute) for railroad and highway mediums of transportation in the continental 
United States. 
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The following table of tonnage figures illustrates the dominant role of the port 
of Ketchikan in the Alaska shipping picture. With the exception of the port of 
Seward, which is the gateway for the bulk of military tonnage moving over the 
Alaska Railroad, the port of Ketchikan is by far the busiest commercial shipping 
port in the Territory. 





Tonnage by years— 
1954 1953 1952 


Anchorage - ----- poneirns eh : ‘ 170, 309 (') (4) | (4) 

IIL, ce nee qauina ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ = 33, 224 32, 250 | 40, 540 54, 649 

DU AL tsi resi pVist bbs geGus ‘ 128, 085 | 111, 676 | 131, 398 | 126, 434 

Ketchikan_ - - gone Aas es tip inka S 550, 665 | 354, 746 312, 322 345, 613 

Petersburg. ---- --- havens cee 49, 835 26, 479 33, 246 | 36, 190 
| 


Seward 2___ 565, 013 587, 201 549, 408 572, 470 
Valdez..---.-- ‘a Gad : A 96, 278 | 70, 918 | 95, 656 125, 583 
(OS eres biiae en ad 120, 606 131, 758 237, 207 297, 421 
Wrangell_-- : re 16, 752 | 13, 976 19, 773 


exe — — _ . a — aS teh 


1 Not available. 
2 This is principal rail belt port moving bulk of military tonnage to interior Alaska. 


3. Cost of project: A total first cost of $3,670,000 has been established by the 
Corps of Engineers. For initial construction, it has been recommended that 450 
feet of breakwater extending along the northwest side of the basin be deferred, to 
be added only at such time as its need is clearly demonstrated. First cost of 
initial construction is set at $2,383,000 and $12,000 annually for maintenance. 

4. Budget status: The current budget carries an item of $500,000 for initial 
construction money for the Bar Point Harbor Basin at Ketchikan, Alaska. 

5. Working period: A working period of probably 2 or 3 years would be required 
to complete the initial construction of the project. 

6. Benefit-cost ratio: The complete plan of development of a smali-boat basin 
at the Bar Point site in Ketchikan would develop annual benefits evaluated at 
$191,000, which, compared to annual costs of $141,400, indicates a benefit-to-cost 
ratio of 1.3 to 1.0. 

To complete the initial construction, annual charges would be reduced from 
$141,400 to $94,000, with a resulting benefit-to-cost ratio of 2.0 to 1.0. 

7. Benefits from project: (a) Ketchikan is the ‘‘salmon capital of the world” 
with six canncries within the corporate limits and many more in the surrounding 
area. The region also produces a very large amount of fresh fish in the form of 
halibut, salmon, and cod that are processed in the three local cold-storage plants. 
The local fleet of fishing vessels numbers 1,200 and is expanded to more than 2,000 
during periods of peak activity when the Puget Sound fleet is operating in Alaska 
waters. The entire productivity and facility of the fishing effort in the Ketchikan 
area would be increased and expanded if the Bar Point small-boat basin at Ketch- 
ikan were constructed to accommodate the needs of the fishing fleet involved. 

(b) The first and only pulp mill to date in Alaska was constructed and placed 
in operation in Ketchikan last June at a total cost of $59 million. The company 
is producing about one-half of its logs in its own camps and is purchasing the other 
half from approximately 32 independent logging operators in the Ketchikan 
area. Prior to the construction of this pulp mill there were only about five log- 
ging operators in the area. All of the logging camps involved use a combination 
of camp tenders, towboats, boomboats and supply boats that are newly based 
in the area who depend on Ketchikan for their base of supplies and services. ‘The 
number of boats involved is approximately 100. At present there are no harbor 
facilities in Ketchikan for this new category of boats. The situation would be 
greatly improved if the Bar Point small-boat basin were constructed. The 
pulp mill involved is currently on a 400-ton daily basis of capacity and will be 
expanded to 500 tons a day capacity. The entire logging delivery problem to 
the mill site is a waterborne operation and increased mill production will eventu- 
ally call for a larger overall fleet of vessels than now utilized. 

The productiveness of the timber resources in the Ketchikan area will be fa- 
cilitated and increased by the construction of the proposed harbor. 

(c) Construction of the project would result in great savings to boatowners 
because it would eliminate or at least reduce the damage suffered by their vesseis 
being moored at present under hopelessly congested and/or unprotected condi- 
tions. Storm damage incurred by vessels forced to moor at present in exposed 
locations would be largely eliminated. 
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(d) The counterpart of Federal assistance in the United States in the form of 
original railroad land grants and highway construction assistance can only be 
paralleled in southeastern Alaska and the Ketchikan area by the appropriation 
of funds to build needed harbor projects such as the Bar Point small-boat basin 
at Ketchikan. The previously developed point that this entire area depends 
on waterborne commerce for the production and processing of its resources, and 
as a source of supply, to the exclusion of any other type or mode of transporta- 
tion clearly demonstrates the pressing need for the project. 

8. Construction: The Bar Point snall-boat basin at Ketchikan should be con- 
structed at the earliest possible date. 

9. General comments: (Description of southeastern Alaska, including the gen- 
eral Ketchikan area.) 

Ketchikan, with a population of 7,500, is the third largest city in Alaska and 
the largest marine community in the Territory. 

Southeastern Alaska is that portion of the Territory lying east of the 141st 
Meridian and consists of a relatively narrow strip of mountainous mainland 
together with the islands of the Alexander Archipelago lying immediately offshore. 
It is sometimes referred to as the “Panhandle” of the Territory. An intricate 
system of waterways cuts the region into a number of relatively isolated areas 
but these same waterways provide a ready avenue of access between local areas 
and to the States. Situated as it is, the entire region has been entirely dependent 
upon water and air transportation. 

Southeastern Alaska possesses a wealth of natural resources. The streams 
and lakes provide some of the finest spawning grounds for salmon and the extensive 
inland as well as offshore fishing grounds are prolific producers of halibut. Min- 
eralization is general throughout the region, and a heavy forest growth covers 
most of the area up to an elevation of about 2,000 feet. The scenie attractions of 
the area are unequaled in North America and constitute a tremendously valuable 
resource. 

A sound economy has developed based upon these great resources. Fishing 
has been the principal source of wealth and will continue to rank high in import- 
ance. Lode gold mining was a major industry in the past and played an important 
part in the growth of the region but rising costs have forced complete shutdown. 
There is little present possibility that gold mining will be revived, but possibilities 
for mining of other minerals exist. Important uranium discoveries have recently 
been made in the Ketchikan area. Industries, based upon utilization of the forest 
resource, are just beginning to develop, as attested by the new $59 million pulp 
mill at Ketchikan, and their expansion, planned to operate on a perpetual yield 
basis, is expected to induce large population gains and a general economic growth 
equal in importance to that based upon fishing. Continuing growth of the tourist 
business should also be favorable to the region. 

10. Attachments: 

(a) Letter signed by Mr. Lawson Turcotte, president, Ketchikan Pulp 
Co., to the chairman and members of the Subcommittees on Public Works 
of the Senate and House Appropriations Committees, dated March 14, 1955. 

(b) Letter signed by Mr. George Johansen, secretary-treasurer of the Alaska 
Fishermen’s Union to the subcommittees of the House and Senate Appro- 
priations Committees, dated February 23, 1955. 

(‘c) House Memorial No. 22 passed by the 21st session of the Alaska 
Legislature petitioning the Congress to appropriate funds for the construc- 
tion of harbor projects in Alaska that have been authorized by the Congress. 


KETCHIKAN PuLpP Co., 
Bellingham, Wash., March 14, 1966. 
To the Chairman and Members, Subcommittee on Public Works, Senate and House 
Appropriations Committees, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: The 83d Congress authorized the Bar Point Harbor project at 
Ketchikan, Alaska, in the amount of $2,947,000 but appropriated no funds for 
its construction. The need for the project, as we see it, centers around the 
following facts. 

Our organization, which was formed as a joint venture by the American Viscose 
Corp., of Philadelphia, and the Puget Sound Pulp & Timber Co., of Bellingham, 
has invested a total of $59 million in the plant and logging facilities at Ketchikan 
and its immediate area. This investment was furnished by private capital 
sources and as a result we have created a facility producing new wealth out of 


75291—56—pt. 1——20 
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what was heretofore unused timber wilderness. We have created directly and 
indirectly approximately 1,000 new outlets for employment in Alaska that before 
were nonexistent. Ours, we believe, is the largest single private industrial 
development, both from the standpoint of capital invested and employment 
created, that has ever been established in Alaska. We might add that the 
pioneering problems encountered from the inception have been great and that 
new and serious ones are continually being encountered. 

We are doing business with some 32 logging operators in the immediate Ketchi- 
kan area, all of whom use or depend on boats and vessels of one description or 
another in their operations and who use the port of Ketchikan as their central 
supply point. We understand there were only about five such operators in the 
Ketchikan area prior to the time we commenced operations. Logging in the 
area is a marine operation and involves the extensive use of boats including the 
general classifications of camp tenders, boomboats, supply boats, and towboats. 
The logging camps are all located on islands separated by water from our mill at 
Ketchikan. 

Harbor facilities in Ketchikan to accommodate this new fleet of vessels resulting 
from our operation are practically nonexistent. 

There is at present a small-boat basin in Ketchikan capable of handling about 
300 small vessels. However, Ketchikan is commonly referred to as the salmon 
capital of the world and has 5 salmon canneries within its corporate limits as well 
as 3 large fish-processing cold-storage plants and many other businesses using 
marine vessels in their operations. The largest lumber mill in Alaska is located 
at Ketchikan and there are many other salmon canneries in the immediate area 
that are serviced out of the community. There are more than 2,000 vessels of 
all descriptions of Ketchikan registry and we are informed the assessment rolls 
of the city itself show that more than 1,000 boats are owned by individuals and 
firms within the corporate limits of the city. Ketchikan is also the first port of 
entry on entering Alaska and the port of departure is also Ketchikan when leaving 
Alaska for marine traffic plying between Puget Sound and Alaska using the 
protected “Inside Passage”’ and as such is subjected to a terrific burden of transient 
traffic particularly during the periods when the halibut and salmon seining seasons 
are open in the Territory and its adjacent waters. 

All of these factors combine to make it imperative that the Bar Point Harbor be 
constructed at Ketchikan to accommodate the overflow of vessels that cannot now 
obtain adequate and protected mooring facilities. The harbor as designed would 
accommodate 500 vessels of all descriptions and can be further expanded in 
sapacity at a later date if needed. The cost of the project is too great for local 
financing and Territorial financing is out of the question we understand because 
of very limited funds and the large number of other similar harbor projects that 
have been authorized in the Territory by Congress. 

We consider the Bar Point Harbor project necessary because it will assist in 
increasing the productiveness of the timber resources in the Ketchikan area by 
providing the necessary protected port facilities not now available for the fleet of 
vessels used in the overall local logging effort. Our stake in the Kethikan area 
of Alaska is great and, as pointed out previously, we have created important new 
payrolls and wealth in what was heretofore a wilderness and have done it entirely 
with private financing. We trust that it is not out of line to suggest that a partial 
assist from the Federal Government in the form of continuing its historic role of 
providing harbor developments at key seaport points is in order. Ketchikan, 
in our estimation, falls within this category and we urge that the Congress ap- 
pecoaeee the amount authorized by the 83d Congress for the construction of the 
3ar Point Harbor. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Lawson Turcotte, President. 


ALASKA FISHERMEN’sS UNION, 
Seattle, Wash., February 28, 1955. 
Re Bar Point Harbor project at Ketchikan, Alaska. 


To the Subcommittees of the House and Senate Appropriations Committees. 


GENTLEMEN: We respectfully request and urge that you give serious considera- 
tion to the Bar Point Harbor project at Ketchikan, Alaska. We fully realize 
that Congress is at all times being pressured with requests for appropriations— 
some of which may not be entirely necessary. However, we have projects which 
are absolutely necessary and in the best public interests and such should be taken 
care of, 
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In our opinion, the Bar Point Harbor project falls in this category. 

Ketchikan is the port of entry to Alaska and also the port of departure when 
leaving the Territory. In that position, it receives all incoming and outgoing 
maritime traffic in Alaska. The present smalli-boat basin has a capacity for 
about 300 boats and cannot begin to handle the traffic. The latest figures 
obtained by us show 2,100 boats of Ketchikan registry, of which 1,050 are actually 
owned by people living within the corporate limits of Ketchikan. The estimated 
cost of the Bar Point Harbor project is $2,900,000 and it would accommodate an 
additional 500 boats of all descriptions. If constructed, this harbor would 
immediately be utilized to its fullest extent, as even with this additional moorage, 
it would be inadequate to handle all traffic but would afford considerable relief. 
The problem of properly taking care of these boats would not be nearly as acute 
as at present. 

The lack of adequate harbor facilities has resulted in economic loss to Ketchikan 
as many boats have been forced to seek winter storage elsewhere. But the real 
problem is the fact that the port of Ketchikan is unable to properly care for or 
even come close to handling maritime traffic during the fishing season. 

The Alaska Fishermen’s Union is very much interested in fishing and all the 
problems attached thereto. One of these problems is to find harbor for our fleet. 
Ketchikan is in the midst of one of the biggest salmon-producing areas in Alaska 
and offers a base of operations for fishermen which cannot be found elsewhere in 
the southeastern district of Alaska. Therefore, confusion which results from lack 
of harbor facilities not only causes inconveniences to the fishermen but actually 
a loss of earnings as they are unable to conduct their business and get back on the 
fishing grounds. 

The maritime traffic in Ketchikan is constantly growing. It should be en- 
couraged rather than stvmied by the lack of a few dollars which would greatly 
relieve the present situation. 

We don’t believe we are unreasonable in our request for your consideration on 
this particular project. Alaska is a territory of many opportunities but it needs 
developing and financial help in many instances, particularly on projects of this 
nature which tend to build a surer economic future for Alaskans. 

We would also like to stress that the project is not only of interest to Alaska 
but would prove most beneficial to fishing boats coming from all of the west coast 
States to the Territory—this should be one more reason why the appropriation 
should be granted. 

We would appreciate your thinking on this problem and will endeavor to answer 
any questions which you might have. 

Yours very truly, 
GEORGE JOHANSEN, Secretary- Treasurer 


In THE House: House Memoria No. 22 1N THE LEGISLATURE OF THE TERRITORY 
or ALASKA, 21sT SESSION 


To the Congress of the United States; to the Bureau of the Budget; and the Honorabl. 
E. L. Bartlett, Delegate to Congress from Alaska: 


Your memorialist, the House of Representatives of the Legislature of the Terri- 
tory of Alaska, 21st session assembled, respectfully represents: 

Whereas the United States Army engineers have approved 12 or more harbor 
projects in Alaska during the past several years; and 

Whereas these harbor projects have not been completed because of lack of 
sufficient appropriations; and 

Whereas many of these harbors are fast becoming overcrowded by our fishing 
fleets; and 

Whereas this harbor improvement program has a direct bearing on the defense 
program not only as it affects food production but also because the improved har- 
bor facilities would not only provide sufficient safe anchorage for fishing vessels 
but would also provide good and adequate harbors for the many Government 
vessels in Alaskan waters: 

Now therefore, your memorialist, the House of Representatives of the Legis- 
lature of the Territory of Alaska, respectfully prays that Congress make a sufficient 
appropriation to complete those harbor projects which have already been approved 
for Alaska by the United States Army engineers. 

And your memorialist will ever pray. 

Approved by the House, March 26, 1953. 


Mr. Kirwan. Now, we will hear Governor Heintzleman 
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STATEMENT OF GOV. B. FRANK HEINTZLEMAN 


Governor Hrrnrzteman. Thank you very much. To save you 
time I think I will read this short statement and then I will take a 
minute or two to answer any questions. 

This is more in the nature of a general statement with regard to the 
Alaska river and harbor projects. 

The number of motor-driver commercial vessels in use in Alaska 
has more than doubled in the last 10 years, and the need for more 
harbor and coastal waterway improvement has increased to the same 
extent. However, only approximately 4 projects of this kind— 
involving about $1 million—have been installed during that period, 
and, in fact, few in the previous 10 years. One-half of the 17 projects 
author ized by Congress and now awaiting construction obtained such 
authorization on or before 1945. 

It is now imperative that more harbor and waterway facilities be 
provided for the commercial fishing, mining, and timber-use industries 
if these industries are to continue their expansion. These industries 
on the Alaska coast make very extensive use of work boats. Boat 
harbor and channel improvements there take the place of improved 
country roads in the farming sections of the United States. They are 
essential to our everyday work. The pulp mills, plywood plants, and 
sawmills existing and in immediate prospect in southeastern Alaska 
use them as connecting links between the logging operations and the 
processing plants. Fishing boats serve the rapidly expanding shellfish 
industry along the southern coast of Alaska. All of these activities 
require safe harbors and waterways. 

The point has now been reached where Alaska is suffering severely 
from the great lag which has developed in river and harbor improve- 
ment since before the start of World War Il. The authorized projects 
that have accumulated in that period now number 17 and have an 
estimated construction cost of $13,430,800. In addition, two other 
projects—Juneau-Douglas Harbor project and Seldovia Boat Basin, 
to cost an estimated $1,768,000—have recently been recommended by 
the United States engineers, but have not yet been approved for 
construction by Congress. 

I strongly urge that funds be provided at this time for all of these 
projects. All of them carry the stamp of justification by the Army 
engineers and with each passing year the number of needed and fully 
justifie 1d projects increases. Even with all of these old projects taken 
care of, we will still have the problem of keeping up with the demand 
for new projects that will continue to arise with our expanding 
lumbering, fishing and mining industries. 

Mr. Krrwan. Thank you, Governor Heintzleman. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Governor Heintzleman, it is always a pleasure to have 
you here with us. We have a great interest in the welfare of Alaska 
and in the job you are doing. Recently, Dr. Albrecht, the health 
officer, called at my office and explained a project concerning the 
Territory of Alaska grants. It concerned the building of so-called 
first-aid hospitals, scattered around the Territory. How many are 
there, Mr. Bartlett? 

Mr. Barrett. Nine. 

Mr. Jensen. I think the Territory has already appropriated over 
$200,000? 

Mr. Bartuierr. Yes, $216,518. 
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Mr. JENSEN. And it would take about that much more money to 
complete these nine first-aid hospitals? 

Governor HetntrzteMaNn. That is correct. 

Mr. JENSEN. It appeared to me to be a good proposition. I can 
see where it might save the lives of a lot of people up there and also 
it might be a means by which we could catch a bad ailment in its 
infancy and cure it pretty quickly rather than to have a lot of patients 
going to a hospital. I wondered, Governor, what you would have to 
say about that proposition? 

Governor HetnTzLeEMAN. I am very much in favor, of course, of 
getting these first-aid hospitals. The Territorial legislature was so 
much in favor that they appropriated at the last session 50 percent of 
the cost which would be necessary to have these things built under the 
Alaska public works in the Interior Department. Most of these first- 
aid hospitals are in remote sections of the country. Some of them are 
in places where they don’t have a doctor, but they have a nurse, and 
the nurse would be stationed in the first-aid hospital. 

Mr. JensEN. There would be a doctor available? 

Governor HreInrzLEMAN. Yes, we have doctors available, and they 
would come in, and it would give them a place to work. All of the 
travel up in that section of the country is done by flying. For the 
doctors that have to come to the isolated communities, with this 
situation we would be able to get along better. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, I do want to say, in closing, that I am very 
much in favor of those first-aid hospitals. 

Governor HrerntztemMan. Thank you. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Governor. 

Mr. Bartlett, do you wish to make a statement? 

Mr. Bartietr. No; Mr. Chairman, I will be perfectly content with 
submitting for the record the prepared statement which I handed in 
before. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you want those hospitals? 

Mr. Bartuert. Very strongly. 

Mr. Krrwan. That completes your story? 

Mr. Bartietr. Yes. I want to say we are most appreciative of 
your having heard us. 

Mr. Kirwan. We are glad to hear you and thank you for coming. 


Brazos IstAnp HarRBor 


WITNESSES 


HON. JOE M. KILGORE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 

RICHARD SCHULTZ, ASSISTANT TO THE GENERAL MANAGER, 
BROWNSVILLE NAVIGATION DISTRICT, BROWNSVILLE, TEX. 


Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Kilgore, you may proceed. 

Mr. Kitcore. I am Joe Kilgore, representing the 15th District of 
Texas and I have with me Mr. Richard Schultz, who is the assistant 
to the general manager and director of the port ‘of Brownsville, Tex. 

We are appearing in support of the budgetary item of $400, 000. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Schultz will present the information to the 
committee. 
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I just want to say that the area served by the port of Brownsville 
is an area of about 400,000 people lying in the very southern portion 
of Texas some 270 miles distant from San Antonio and 370 miles dis- 
tant approximately from Houston. The port of Brownsville is an 
essential service to this entire area, a very rapidly growing area, an 
area whose rate of growth in the period between 1940 and 1950 was 
in excess of 50 percent. 

Mr. Schultz has a formal statement he would like to present into 
the record and then, if it is satisfactory with the committee, in the 
interest of time we will just highlight some of the items. 

Mr. Krrwan. We will insert it in the record at this point. 

(The above-referred-to material is as follows:) 


Port OF BROWNSVILLE, 
Brownsville, Tex., March 17, 1956. 
Re: Brazos Island Harbor 
The CHAIRMAN SUBCOMMITTEE ON CiviL FUNCTIONS, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: Preparatory to the bearing of your committee on March 21, we 
herewith respectfully submit a copy of our brief in support of a $400,000 appro- 
priation in connection with the above project. 

This brief will show that this improvement is extremely long overdue in that 
the inadequacy of the channel has proven and remains a navigational hazard of 
no mean consequence; that this inadequacy has caused Port Brownsville to lose 
considerable business and remains an overwhelming handicap to its further 
development. 

Your inspection of the attached will readily prove that this project is today 
more justified than ever and that the appropriation of the funds necessary has 
become imperative. 

Your kind consideration and favorable action is sincerely appreciated. 

tespectfully yours, 
F. W. HormoKket., 


General Manager. 


3RIEF OF THE BROWNSVILLE NAVIGATION District OF CAMERON County, TEx., 
AND Port oF BROWNSVILLE, BROWNSVILLE, TEX., IN SUPPORT OF APPRO- 
PRIATION OF $400,000 FoR THE Brazos ISLAND HARBOR PROJECT IN CAMERON 
County, TEx. 


This brief is submitted on behalf of the Brownsville Navigation District of 
Cameron County, Tex., and port of Brownsville headquarters in the Navigation 
District Building in the city of Brownsville, Cameron County, Tex., in support 
of appropriation in amount of $400,000 in the current budget for the Brazos Island 
Harbor project in Cameron County, Tex. 

The Brownsville Navigation District is a political subdivision of the State of 
Texas, created by a special act of the Texas State Legislature under authority of 
section 59, article 16 of the Constitution of the State of Texas. It is the parent 
agency for, and owns and operates the port of Brownsville, a deep-water seaport 
located near the city of Brownsville, Tex., and connected with the Gulf of Mexico 
at Brazos-Santiago Pass by a 17-mile channel. 


HISTORY OF THE PROJECT 


Details of, and a complete history of the project here involved are found in 
Reports on Brazos Island Harbor, (H. Doc. No. 192, 81st Cong., Ist sess.) This 
document contains comments from the Governor of the State of Texas; comments 
of the United States Department of the Interior; report of the Chief of Engineers, 
United States Army; report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, 
Department of the Army; and a comprehensive report of the Corps of Engineers, 
United States Army, district engineer, Galveston District, Galveston, Tex. 

This project, speaking in a general sense, provides for the widening of the 
existing channel from Brazos-Santiago Pass to the Brownsville Turning Basin, 
from a present bottom width of 100 feet to 200 feet, and deepening the entire 
channel and turning basin from a present depth of 32 feet to projected depth of 
36 feet plus necessary overdraft. 
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The project was approved and authorized under the above cited document; 
however, it was not completed because of lack of appropriations due to Presidential 
moratorium on work of this type declared during the Korean emergency. 


NECESSITY FOR THE PROJECT 


Widening and deepening of the channel and turning basin is of utmost impor- 
tance at this time, and the need is increasing from day to day. 

Tonnage figures and estimates used by the Corps of Engineers and others in 
arriving at figures used in House Document No. 192, above, were based upon 
the then existing conditions, and no one could foresee the tremendous growth 
that Brownsville and the entire Brownsville trade territory was to have over 
the ensuing years. Since figures used in this document were based upon 1947 
estimates, we*have taken actual figures for that year and compared them with 
actual figures and conditions at the close of the year 1955. 

Below is a tabulation showing export-import movement of the more important 
items of commerce moving through the port of Brownsville, also miscellaneous 
cargo and total cargo for the year 1947 compared with 1955, with the percentage 
of increase (or decrease) indicated. 


TABLE A 


| 
Exports-imports Year 1947 Year 1955 Increase 


| Percent 

ie’aan bales 677,186 bales 732 

19,280 tons 171, 832 tons__. 791 
Cottonseed cake and meal ‘ 48,108 tons 101,861 tons 112 
Metals, minerals, and ores 56,034 tons 249,330 tons 345 
Citrus fruits ; 23,579 tons 3,212 tons ! 286 
Tropical fruits... ivan 104,423 tons 24,334 tons 3 
Seafoods, fresh__- 895,786 pounds 12,707,114 pounds 
Petroleum and products 582,368 tons 717,255 tons 
Miscellaneous cargo- ; 59,687 tons 140,836 tons 

Total all cargo ; 893,927 tons 1,415,014 tons 


Cotton and cotton linters 


1 Decrease caused by disastrous freezes in this area during 1949 and 1951. (Export movement is gradually 
returning.) 

2 December. 

3’ Decrease caused by severe storms and floods in producing areas during 1955. Movement averaged 
30,821 tons per year for 5-year period preceding 1955. 

An interesting fact in connection with the movement of cotton and cotton 
linters is that the Brownsville figure of 677,186 bales.as shown for the year 1955, 
ranks this port second highest among all seaports in the Nation, being second only 
to the port of Galveston, Tex. 

Another tabulation shows vessel traffic in the channel. The tremendous in- 
crease in vessel traffic is largely attributable to the industry that has gravitated 
to this new port. 


TABLE B 


General information Year 1947 ] Increase 


Vessel traffic: Percent 
Trawlers...-.- 131 vessels 6,981 vessels 5, 229 
Other. : 830 vessels 1,180 vessels ! 42 

Total all vessels 961 vessels 8,161 vessels 749 


1 Includes all vessels, deepsea, tugs, barges, yachts, and other craft except fishing trawlers, and small 
motorboats. 


Private industry located on port-owned property includes oil refinery; chemical 
plants; cotton compress-warehousing facilities (2 in operation and 1 under con- 
struction); machine shops; marine way; ice plants, quick-freeze plants; bulk-oil 
terminals; a glass processing plant; seafood processing plants, and others. 


PORT EXPANSION 
The investment in port-owned facilities has doubled since this project was 


originally approved. While investments in the port area by private industry were 
given as $5 million in 1947, they now actually exceed $100 million. 
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In short, for every dollar invested by the Federal Government in dredging and 
maintenance in the Brownsville Ship Channel and Turning Basin, the Brownsville 
Navigation District has invested $3 in docks and other facilities, while private 
industry has invested almost $25. 

As was noted in table A, tonnage through port Brownsville has increased 58 
vercent since the widening and deepening of the channel was first approved. 
Vhile cargo-vessel traffic over the channel increased 42 percent, fishing vessel 
traffic has increased 5,229 percent. 

This increased commerce created an urgent demand for increased facilities. 
Land holdings by the port alone have increased 460 percent, with corresponding 
increases in many other categories such as railroad trackage, improved water- 
frontage, lineal feet of docking space, closed wharfsheds and open dock areas, and 
many other items. 

Table C is presented to show various phases of the tremendous growth: 


TABLE C 


General information Year 1947 Year 1955 | Increase 


Percent 
Total port-owned and controlled lands----. , 5,000 acres_- 28,000 acres.......---] 460 
Port-owned railroad trackage - - - ‘ 8 miles__--- 17 miles. ‘ 113 
Improved water frontage---- 5,900 lineal feet_- 27,600 lineal feet 368 
Dockage space ; ee ; 3,300 lineal feet__.-| 13,000 lineal feet 294 
Closed wharf shed space - - ; 150,000 squarefeet_| 551,000 square feet !__| 267 
Port investments in dredging, docks, and other | $7 million_. $14 million..-....-.--] 100 
facilities. 
Investments by private industry on port-owned | $5 million_..-.--..| In excess of $100 2, 000 
property. million. 





1 Includes the closed wharf shed space now under construction and scheduled for completion by August 
1956. 


The rapid growth of the fishing industry in the Brownsville area forced the 
navigation district to proceed on its own, without Federal aid, in the construc- 
tion of a separate fishing harbor, at a cost of approximately $740,000, including 
dredging, docks, pavement, utilities, etc. The navigation district was forced to 
either construct this facility or see the local fishing industry collapse. This 
harbor, incidentally, is approximately five times larger than the small boat basin 
originally provided for in House Document No. 192, above cited, being longer, 
wider and deeper. Creation of this independent fishing harbor, one of the finest 
facilities of its type in the country, eliminated the chaotic conditions that resulted 
from the operation of hundreds of small craft in an already overcrowded deep-sea 
harbor basin. The new harbor facilitates the handling of deep-sea ships in the 
turning basin while safeguarding small craft. Further, the construction of this 
separate harbor permitted development of a multimillion dollar fishing industry 
to the point where such boat traffic has increased 5,229 percent, and production 
of seafoods increased 1,319 percent. Fishing now adds over $10 million annually 
to the economy of south Texas. 

Increased cargo traffic has made it imperative to greatly expand the cargo 
docks and wharf sheds. A new wharf 1,000 feet in length and 140 feet wide was 
added in 1948, being subsequently equipped with two wharf sheds totaling 100,000 
square feet. Two ‘‘open’”’ docks for bulk handling were completed in 1951, pro- 
viding a total of 140,000 square feet of cargo handling space. One of these docks 
was equipped with a 25,000-square foot transfer-storage shed. In addition, 2 
tropical fruit handling sheds fronted by a 500 foot reinforced concrete dock 
equipped with modern mechanical unloading machinery was provided. 

Finally, continued increase in port tonnage necessitated the construction of a 
completely new facility, now scheduled for completion in August 1956. This 
project will double the present shipside cargo handling capacity by adding 672,000 
square feet of dock space, of which 200,000 square feet will be under cover. This 
new project together with the new fishing harbor cost the Brownsville Navigation 
District $4,254,000, which included the dredging of 1% million cubic yards of 
material at an expense to the district of $354,000. 


URGENCY 


With the close of World War II and the return of normal shipping, it immedi- 
ately became evident that the existing facilities at this port were grossly inade- 
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quate to handle the increasing flow of commerce. It was then that the initial 
project was launched and investigations and surveys started which finally culmi- 
nated in House Document No. 192. 

Practically all port expansion in recent vears has been on an emergency basis— 
either the necessary facilities must be provided or the commerce disappears. 
Construction has been financed through the sale of revenue bonds secured by 
mortgage against revenues obtained from revenue-bearing facilities. In the case 
of the fishing harbor as well as the new 2,400-foot wharf now under construction, 
together with a few other smaller items of emergency dredging since 1947, it was 
necessary for the navigation district to take $504,000 of the money that would 
have been used for docks and other badly needed facilities and use it to pay for 
dredging. This dredging should have been done by the Federal Government, 
but was not done due to lack of Federal funds. The urgeney was so great that the 
board of commissioners of the navigation district was forced to do what normally 
would be a Federal project. This, of course, created a precarious situation since 
it has compelled the district to extend its credit to its very limits. 

During, and since World War II, ship yards have been turning out larger and 
deeper-draft vessels, both tankers and dry cargo type. Many of these vessels, 
and particularly the tankers, when loaded to maximum capacity, draw in excess 
of 30 feet of water. Even with the very close cooperation which we have received 
atthe hands of the Corps of Engineers, it has been practically impossible to main- 
tain a constant 32-foot depth throughout the Brownsville Ship Channel. This 
has resulted in numerous groundings, and in many instances, especially in connec- 
tion with the heavy tankers, the owners have withdrawn their vessels from service 
into this port. They rightfully consider port Brownsville unsafe for fully loaded 
tankers, and uneconomical if forced to limit their draft to the available depth. 

The existing 100-foot channel actually amounts to a “one-way street.” With 
the amount of vessel traffic port Brownsville row has, the inevitable result has 
been congestion, time-consuming delays, and numerous collisions. An average- 
size cargo vessel ‘‘crabbing”’ up this narrow channel literally fills it from bank to 
bank, leaving no room for safe passage of trawlers and other small craft, and cer- 
tainly no room for human error in navigation. Complaints from vessel operators 
and harbor pilots in this connection are frequent and bitter. There is a constant 
danger of loss of life and property, and this hazard will continue to exist, and will 


increase if port Brownsville continues to grow without channel improvements. 


PUBLIC BENEFITS 


The growth of the port of Brownsville has far exceeded the expectations of those 
who attempted to estimate future tonnage and growth even back as close as 
1946-47 when data in House Document No. 192 was being compiled. As pointed 
out previously, private industry attracted to the deep-water port at Brownsville 
is now in excess of $100 million. With an improved channel, permitting larger 
and heavier vessels to call, and permitting greater use of the port by small craft, 
this figure will undoubtedly increase manyfold in the years immediately following 
completion of the project. This increased industry means additional payrolls 
and generates additional business for local interests. 

A recent survey shows that port Brownsville together with private industry 
located thereon, generates annual payrolls in excess of $15 million, not including 
secondary or indirect payrolls inuring to the benefit of the community at large. 
The local population has more than doubled by reason of the creation and opera- 
tion of this port. Cash income of the agricultural industry in this area has bene- 
fited by virtue of the fact that products moving in export channels such as cotton, 
citrus fruits, etc., may be moved direct to shipside at a fraction of the cost that 
would obtain in transporting such commerce to the more distant ports for export. 
With the annual commerce of port Brownsville approaching the estimates given 
9 years ago for the year 1960, we are faced with the problem of protecting the 
commerce port Brownsville now has. No vessel operator wants to see his ship 
tied up waiting to get alongside a wharf for loading. No vessel operator likes 
the idea of waiting 4 hours while another ship clears the channel so his vessel 
can proceed. No vessel operator wants to see his ship sail partially loaded because 
the channel is too shallow. Rising vessel operation costs make this combination 
of handicaps increasingly more detrimental, and results in diversion of traffic 
to more distant ports more expensive for shippers and stifles the commerce the 
people of Brownsville have labored so hard to build up. With heavier vessels 
being able to use the channel, and smaller craft assured of safe passage, port 
Brownsville can continue to grow, bring greater benefits directly and indirectly 
to the public, greatly adding to the economy and general welfare of Brownsville 
and the Rio Grande Valley at large. 
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CONCLUSION 


In conclusion, we respectfully submit: 

That there is an immediate and most urgent need for the work for which the 
subject appropriation is to be used; 

That this need existed even before the work was originally authorized per 
House Document No. 192, 8lst Congress, Ist session; 

That this need is even greater and more urgent at this time than it was at the 
time of the original authorization; 

That the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, are fully aware of these 
needs; 

That the Brownsville Navigation District and port of Brownsville have been 
handicapped in providing needed berthing and cargo handling facilities and space 
by being forced to divert building funds to dredging work due to lack of Federal 
funds for such work; 

That the port of Brownsville has actually suffered heavy loss in tonnage and 
vessel traffic due to lack of proper depth and width in the channel to permit larger 
or heavier vessels to operate into and out of this port; 

That this appropriation and proposed expenditure is in the public interest and 

the general public will derive substantial benefits therefrom; 
» Wherefore it is respectfully requested and urged that the proposed amount of 
$400,000 be given favorable consideration by your honorable committee and be 
allowed to remain in the budget, and that it be recommended to the Congress for 
its approval. 

Respectfully submitted. 

BROWNSVILLE NAVIGATION DistTRICT 
or CaMERON County, TEX., 

[sEAL] By G. E. Dopp, 

Chairman, Board of Navigation and Canal Commissioners. 


Dated at Brownsville, Tex., March 17, 1956. 


BRAZOS-SANTIAGO PILOTs, 
Brownsville, Tex., March 19, 1956. 
Mr. F. W. HormMoxkeE., 
General Manager, Brownsville Navigation District, 
Brownsville, Tex. 

Dear Mr. Hormoxe.: Subsequent to the previous 15 reports of groundings 
in the Brownsville ship channel reported to you in the past 8 months, we submit 
3 additional groundings in the last 10 days. 

1. On March 6 the American tanker Atlantic Voyager proceeding outbound 
drawing 30 feet 2 inches at approximately 1,200 grounded at station 75, and 
continued on through mud until fetching up hard at station 71. 

2. On March 8 the Japanese ship Yasushima Maru drawing 28 feet 8 inches 
outbound at 1,200 (which was peak high tide) grounded in the same location. 
3. On March 17 the Norwegian motor vessel Fernmoor inbound drawing 29 
feet also grounded at the same station as the above vessels. , 

This, you must admit, is a deplorable situation. In fact, it becomes untenable 
when you consider not only the time lost and the expense of freeing a vessel, but 
especially the hazard and danger to vessel and cargo, and last but not least the 
reputation of the port. 

This now makes 18 groundings in 8 months’ time—which in every instance has 
been reported to the United States engineers. The engineers report they have 
no money to correct this deplorable situation, which to us seems incomprehen- 
sible, since it amounts to closing the port to ships drawing over 25 feet of water. 

Apparently, nothing has resulted from our previous reports of groundings to 
you. Will you please tell us if anything is being done to correct this situation 
before the business of this port is seriously impaired? 

Yours very truly, 
N. G. Corsr, Secretary-Attorney. 


Mr. Kitcore. Do you wish to say something? 
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STATEMENT OF RICHARD SCHULTZ 


Mr. Scuuttz. Yes. Just before I left for Washington we. re- 
ceived another letter from the Brazos-Santiago pilots and I have 
copies of that which were made and we will attach it to the brief we 
submitted. The letter is typical of reports we had from the pilots. 
I won’t read it completely, but it just says in the last 10 days they 
have had 3 additional groundings in the Brownsville ship channel 
and that in the last 8 months there were 15 reports of groundings. 
It is a very tight situation literally and figuratively. 

The port services an agricultural area in south Texas and that area 
had irrigation in 1912 but until they got the port in 1936, well, the 
farmers could just sell their grapefruit to each other. Actually, the 
area is pretty much of an island. There is 200 miles of nothing 
between the lower Rio Grande Valley and its nearest markets. There 
is a much further distance to the larger markets. 

For that reason the port is extremely important to the people 
there and | think I should say the people throughout the valley are 
very much aware of what their port is doing and they like the pilots 
and are very much concerned with the fact that we are not able to 
handle all of the commerce that we are capable of doing because of 
this inadequate channel. 

I am sorry the port director couldn’t be here today but he is showing 
the port to a prospective industry. 

I wish you could see what the $100 million worth of industry that 
the port has attracted to Brownsville has done for the town. Half 
of the subdivisions in the town are named after that petroleum- 
chemical plant. It doubled the area of the town and the money in 
circulation. It didn’t double the population. The people that we 
are talking to will want to bring in some ore, so that brings us back 
to the same point. We need more water and we need 36 feet of 
water more today than we ever had. We prepared that brief to 
bring you up to date on how far Brownsville has gone since the 
engineers originally surveyed the deepening and the improvements of 
the channel and since the project was originally authorized. 

In that period of time we have tripled the amount of cargo we are 
handling. In 1946 we handled a little over a half a million tons and 
last year it was a million and a half. We tripled the size of the 
facilities for the handling of steamships. 

Originally the port was built in this manner. ‘The Federal Gov- 
ernment built the jetties at Brazos-Santiago pass and provided the 
bar channel there and local money provided the $1.7 million Browns- 
ville ship channel and the turning basin and the steamship facilities 
there. Since that time, local money has put in about $2.3 million 
in that channel. To date the Federal Government has invested 
about $1.2 million in improving that. As a matter of fact, in the 
last 8 years we put $504,000 of our own money in dredging, dredging 
that normally would be done by the Federal Government, and we 
have just about used up all the money we can do that with. We 
would have preferred to have increased our steamship facilities with 
that money 

What we are doing now, we are building, we are actually doubling 
the space we now have. This new pier will be in operation in August. 
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We operate on revenue bonds and I will be frank with you, I will 
tell you it is very difficult to get bondholders to buy revenue bonds 
that are being used to do a normally Federal project. 

The maps that we have prepared show you what has been invested 
in the port since 1947. I hope that they may be attached to the brief. 
It shows that we have put in $7 million since that original authoriza- 
tion. Roughly, we have doubled our investment in the port. I 
won’t touch on the fishing harbor that is shown on that map, but in 
passing I would just like to say this was originally authorized as part 
of the Federal project. We couldn’t wait, the fishing industry couldn’t 
wait and we went ahead on our own and built it. 

I wish I could go back to Brownsville and tell them that we would 
be able to get on with our job even faster than projected. Ac tually, it 
would take 4 vears until the last load of mud is dredged down by the 
turning basin before we would be able to benefit by it. 

[ am here to ask you that you keep the $400,000 appropriation in 
there so we can start this improvement work. I think after an exami- 
nation of the brief, you will agree with us that the best investment the 
Federal Government could make would be to back us up with this 
appropriation so that Brownsville would be able to continue to grow 
and build up the economy of south Texas. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Krrwan. Does that complete your statement? 

Mr. Scuuttz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bouanp. How old is the channel itself, the 18-mile channel? 

Mr. Scuuttz. It is 20 years old. The full channel is shown at the 
lower right-hand corner. There you have it from the Gulf of Mexico 
to the turning basin. 

Mr. Bo.anp. Was there always a channel or was this built? 

Mr. Scuuurz. This is completely man-made. If I could have 1 
minute I will explain why they did that. 

Mr. Krrwan. Yes. 

Mr. Scuutrz. They dug this into the prairie and dug it back until 
they reached a mean elevation of approximately 10 feet. It is 150 
miles on the Rio Grande from the gulf to Brownsville, but only 18 
miles by channel from the port to the cult. Since 1876 there have been 
various projects attempted there but this is the first one that stayed. 

Mr. Bouanp. Is this the first time the Federal Government made a 
contribution to this project? 

Mr. Scnuttz. No. 

Mr. Botanp. I notice the budget item is shown as a new start. 

Mr. Scuuntz. I haven’t seen the language of that; as I say, the 
Federal Government originally provided the jetties and sea channel 
entrance and they have done some maintenance dredging on the ship 
channel since it was built by the local money. Their figures on that 
ship channel are roughly two million three of our own money and a 
million and a quarter of Federal money. The Federal money, in 
addition to some maintenance dredging, helped the turning basin. 

On that map you will see the cross-hatch where we have done our 
dredging. Complementing the dredging in the turning basin, the 
Government dredged out a smaller section. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. 

Mr. Kixicore. I very much appreciate this opportunity to appear 
before you. I will be back before this committee on another project. 





a 


vo 


BurEAU OF RECLAMATION PRoGRAM IN Lower Kio GRANDE VALLEY 


WITNESS 


HON. JOE M. KILGORE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Kirwan. You are before the committee on the reclamation 
program? 

Mr. Kiucore. Yes. 

Mr. Chairman, in the interest of the committee’s time, if I could 
file this statement with the committee we would save a little time. 
It is a very simple statement in support of some budgeted items for 
the Bureau of Reclamation investigative program in the lower Rio 
Grande Valley of Texas. 

The items, as I say, are in the budget and very carefully set out, 
I think, in a comparativ ely short statement, and | bene appreciate 
very much the committee’s consideration of the presentation. 

We are very much of the opinion that the funds, if made available, 
will develop the feasibility of some reclamation funds being loaned in 
the area. We think that the study of the area for the project purposes 
will permit us to increase the use of available water for irrigation 
purposes in the amount of 30 percent. We have a critical shortage of 
water. This appears to be the only manner of stretching further the 
use of available water for some irrigation districts. 

The area which would be served would materially benefit, I think, 
to the extent that it would greatly increase its yield in fruits and 
vegetables and unsupported commodities. The resulting increase 


in tax moneys from the area, in addition to the fact that this is repay- 
able money, would be a benefit to the Federal Government. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is all budgeted? 

Mr. Kitcore. Yes. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. We will insert your statement. 

(The above-referred-to statement is as follows:) 


The President’s budget for fiscal year 1957 includes $5,680,000 for continuation 
of the Bureau of Reclamation’s general investigation activity. This program is 
the very foundation of the entire reclamation program which is so vital to the 
West and the development of its resources. It is with these funds that the future 
projects are planned and reports prepared for submission to Congress for authoriza- 
tion. Without adequate planning funds sound jobs of preparatory work cannot 
be accomplished. 

Included in the request for this activity is an item of $50,900 for a study of the 
lower Rio Grande rehabilitation project, which is of considerable importance to 
the people of the valley. The lower Rio Grande Valley is one of the oldest and 
most highly developed irrigation areas in the West. Over 600,000 acres of highly 
prodncuive land are now under irrigation. The agricultural economy of the entire 

2a is threatened by a serious water shortage. ‘This situation is partly attributa- 
ble to the recent droughts that have been plaguing the West, but it is primarily 
due to the fact that Mexico is now using practically all of its share of the flows of 
the Rio Grande River, much of which has been available to the lower Rio Grande 
project area until recent years. The reduced supply dictates a more efficient 
use of the remaining water supply. Studies to date indicate that up to 30 percent 
of the water now being diverted could be saved by rehabilitation of the irrigation 
systems, some of which have been in service for over 40 years, and by improved 
operating practices. 

Another major problem in the valley is one of adequate drainage on a significant 
portion of the land. A number of the districts have attempted to solve this 
problem on an individual basis in the past, but because of the physical features 
of the area and the close interrelationship of the various districts this has not 
been very successful. 
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This study, therefore, has the dual purpose of developing plans for the re- 
habilitation and improvement of the existing irrigation systems to conserve water 
and for providing adequate drainage. The importance of this study to the 
irrigators and their willingness to assume their responsibilities in the undertaking 
is amply illustrated by the fact that they are voluntarily advancing funds to cover 
one-half of the cost of these studies. In fiscal year 1957, for example, the $50,900 
being requested for this item will be augmented by some $40,500 to be advanced 
by the local districts. 

This study, which was started in fiscal year 1955, is now well advanced. Feasi- 
bility reports have been completed on plans to rehabilitate the irrigation system 
and improve drainage conditions on the Harlingen and Mercedes divisions, which 
consist of a total of over 107,000 acres. Similar studies are substantially complete 
for the 15,000 acres of the El Jardin division. In addition, work will be well along 
by the end of this fiscal year on an overall study of the drainage requirements of 
Hidalgo County Drainage District No. 1, which involves all or parts of 17 separate 
operating districts and some 370,000 acres, and of precinct 4 of Cameron County, 
which also involves several districts and about 129,000 acres. Also, planning 
will be underway on a study of the feasibility of rehabilitating the existing irriga- 
tion facilities of the La Feria Division and McAllen district. 

The funds that are being requested for fiscal year 1957 for the lower Rio Grande 
rehabilitation project are for completion of these studies and initiation and com- 
pletion of others. 


OvuacuHitTa River Basin PROJECT 
WITNESSES 


HON. OREN HARRIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF ARKANSAS 

H. K. THATCHER, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, OUACHITA RIVER 
VALLEY ASSOCIATION, CAMDEN, ARK. 


Mr. Kirwan. We now have Congressman Oren Harris, of Arkansas, 

Mr. Harris. Mr. Chairman, would the committee first let me say 
that I am deeply grateful, personally grateful for this opportunity 
of coming back before this committee in connection with appropria- 
tions for the Ouachita Basin. 

You have been exceedingly kind to us here before and we know that 
not only do | have friends on this committee which I am proud of, 
but we know that we have the sympathy of this committee for the 
problems we have down there and certainly those that are justifiable 
and feasible and it would be needless for me to try to explain to you 
over again the importance of the Ouachita River Basin, which has its 
source in my own district in western Arkansas and éomes right down to 
the edge of the next district and through the center of my district on 
into Louisiana. 

We had a comprehensive authorization of the Ouachita River 
project in 1950. We have had some authorizations before that. It 
was when the Narrows Dam was completed and the tributary of 
Ouachita River Basin, which is a dual-purpose project. Now the 
Blakely Mountain project, the Ouachita Lake has been completed 
and it is a substantially dual-purpose project, flood control and 
power. 

I think the distinguished chairman had occasion to be in Hot 
Springs not too long ago and I hope it occasioned him to be over there 
and see just what had been done. 

Mr. Kirwan. I did visit the Ouachita River. 

Mr. Harris. You personally know what that project is and know 
about the Ouachita River. 

Mr. Krrwan. Yes. 
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Mr. Harris. Now I must say that we have a number of other pro- 
jects that are yet to be completed in connection with the program. 
We have with us this morning a person who actually has the informa- 
tion to give to you. He is the executive vice president of the Ouachita 
River Valley Association, Mr. H. K. Thatcher, who I am pleased to 
present to you in order that he may present our case and the problems 
we have down there. You have already received the report from the 
engineers as to what the budget request is and therefore Mr. Thatcher 
is here representing that association to supplement what the engineers 
have already said. I am glad to present him to you. 

Mr. Kirwan. You may proceed, Mr. Thatcher. 


STATEMENT OF H. K. THATCHER 


Mr. THatrcuer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is H. K 
Thatcher and I am the executive vice president of the Ouachita River 
Valley Association with headquarters in Camden, Ark. 

I have a formal statement written out here and I would like to file 
it with the record and give all of you a copy if I may. 

Mr. Puitures. Where is this in Arkansas? 

Mr. Kirwan. Right outside of Hot Springs, about 50 miles; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Harris. It has its source just nothwest of Hot Springs some 
40 or 50 miles and the river traverses that area slightly to the south- 
east by the edge of Hot Springs, turns south a little to the southwest 
and then back south right through the heart of my district, right 
through central south Arkansas on into Louisiana. 

Mr. THatcuer. The Ouachita River is 610 miles long and runs 
through both Arkansas and Louisiana. It runs past Mr. Long’s dis- 
trict in Louisiana. He could not be here this morning but he said he 
would have an opportunity to talk to you later. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right, you may proceed. 

Mr. THatcuer. We come here this morning to support what is in 
the budget, the funds for the Ouachita River Dam system and also 
the $130,000 request by the engineers to complete the planning for the 
9-foot channel in the Ouachita River and also we support the other 
small items that the engineers have requested. 

We want to say to you now we are definitely working toward the 
9-foot channel for that river and we hope that by the end of 1 year 
from now or at least by June 30 of 1957 all planning will be completed 
and we will be ready for construction appropriations and we hope we 
will have the opportunity of presenting to you gentlemen a full 
economic justification for this river. 

Presently, there is a 6%-foot channel. We have had that channel 
in operation since 1925, but that is an inadequate channel because 
our barges are not interchangeable with the Mississippi River or the 
intracoastal canal system. It is like having a narrow-gage railroad 
trying to operate with a standard-gage track. So we are coming to 
you with the request for an appropriation for a 9-foot channel and 
we hope and believe that we will support that by evidence showing 
that it is a thoroughly justified project. 

We are also coming to you with a request for an appropriation for 
what we know as the DeGray Dam, which is just as much a part of 
this whole comprehensive system. It is to be built on a little river 
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called the Caddo River, a tributary to the Ouachita River which 
completes, so to speak, the flood-control project, the navigation 
project. This dam will also have some power and I would like to 
bring to your attention right now that we understand that you have 
reversed things a little bit this year and are hearing the public witnesses 
first and the engineers second, if I am correct on that? 

Mr. Kirwan. That is correct. 

Mr. Tuarcuer. | think that is a pretty good thing because I think 
we want to bring up some things that we would like to have you ask 
of the engineers. Since we held the hearing on the DeGray Dam, 
we have come to the conclusion or the people have come to the con- 
clusion that they want some of that water stored in the dam for use 
of the municipalities and for industrial work and they won’t have to 
pay the cost of putting it there. That may entail some additional 
planning that the engineers had not figured on. The demands are 
getting quite insistent. There are about 6 or 8 towns in south Arkansas 
that are thinking about this water and would like to consider it 
further and, if that is true, then the engineers will have some additional 
work to do. 

We would like the committee to ascertain from the engineers if the 

70,000 which the Congress appropriated last year is sufficient to do 
all of that planning. If not, we would like for you to supply whatever 
may be necessary, because that is very vital to us in that area. 


CALION LEVEE PROJECT 


We would also like to call your attention to the fact that we have a 
project which has been authorized and approved and waiting for 


construction funds called the Calion levee project, which is in Mr. 
Harris’ backyard down in Arkansas. This levee project protects a 
small sawmill town which in itself is of economic importance, but more 
than that we are now developing some pretty heavy shipping on the 
Ouachita River which, if that levee isn’t built, then that will disrupt 
the—-shipping could be disrupted every time the water gets over the 
lowlands in that area. 

I believe there was an item in the budget for $535,000 at one time. 
If it is not in there now, we would like to encourage this committee 
to think about it and put it back in there because they are ready now 
for construction, and we need it and we are in a position to present. 
additional arguments in connection with that. 

Those items, gentlemen, are the main things we are particularly 
interested in. I would like to call your attention to the last page in 
my report which doesn’t deal specifically with appropriations in this 
committee but which we believe needs to be considered by this com- 
mittee and not only on our project but probably all of them. We 
think the benefits assigned to Government-built projects are too 
limited. Heretofore, we had, in our area at least, nothing but flood 
control and navigation and hydroelectric power production. Now we 
see a great need ‘for water for industrial and sanitation purposes. 

Mr. Botanp. You don’t want the Government to pay the cost of 
sanitation and industrial purposes of water uses, do you, so why 
include it in the benefit-to-cost ratio for the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Tuarcuer. Because if they are not in there the Corps of 
<ngineers can’t provide them for the dam itself. Regardless of who 
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pays the cost the Corps of Engineers has to figure it in there or else 
you can’t get it there. 

Mr. Boranp. You want the local unit to pay the entire cost of 
industrial uses? 

Mr. TuHarcuer. I think they are perfectly willing to do it, but 
can’t do that until the law is so fixed. You get credit “for this in your 
whole program. 

Incidentally, we have our comprehensive plan down there about 
63 percent completed or it will be the Ist of July. 

Now these other things are coming along and, of course, may take 
a little bit longer, but we would like for the laws to be so written that 
it would take in stream-pollution abatement, irrigation, rights-of-way, 
recreation, and fish and wildlife, because those are ve ry definite things 
that the people want the water for, and we want credit for using them 
and water to be stored so we can use them. 

We have also made one other statement here that is germane, I 
think, to an argument of this thing. We oppose that portion of the 
President’s Water Resources Policy Commission report which seeks 
to set up committees or agencies or coordinators or boards of review 
or whatever that agency instrument might be that gets between the 
people and the Congress. We are opposed to that. We want to be 
able to come to you folks in the future as in the past. We have gotten 
along fine and we don’t want to have to go through the third or fourth 
party to get to you folks. 

We just leave that as a statement: that we are opposed to that. 
Now we could have come up here today with a lot of people and they 
were willing to come and pay their own expenses to come, but we didn’t 
ask them to do it because primarily we are asking for only what is in 
the budget this vear with the few exceptions I mentioned. 

I do have a telegram here from the Chamber of Commerce of Arka- 
delphia, which is primarily interested in the DeGray Dam. Let me 
say they are first interested in the DeGray Dam because it is right at 
their door. I would like to file these with the permanent recora. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 

(The above-referred to material is as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY H. K. THatrcuer, ExXecutTiIvE ViIcE PRESIDENT, OUACHITA RIVER 
VALLEY ASSOCIATION, CAMDEN, ARK. 


Mr. chairman and gentlemen, my name is H. K. Thatcher, of Camden, Ark, 
I am the executive vice president of the Ouachita River Valley Association which 
operates in the States of Louisiana and Arkansas with headquarters at Camden, 
Ark. 

The association which I represent is vitally concerned with completing the com- 
prehensive plan of development for the conservation and use of water in the 
Ouachita River Basin. This comprehensive plan has been initiated by the people, 
approved by the Corps of Engineers, and authorized by the Congress in the Flood 
Control Act of 1950. By June 30, 1956, it is estimated that 63 percent of this 
program will have been completed. 


SUPPORTS CURRENT BUDGET REQUESTS 


The association supports the current 1956-57 budget for the Ouachita River 
and its tributaries which includes: $450,000 for the maintenance of the 6!)-foot 
navigation facilities; $200,000 for maintenance of the Blakely Mountain Dam and 
Reservoir; $165,000 for maintenance of the Narrows Dam and Reservoir; $130,000 
to complete the advanced planning for the authorized modern 9-foot channet from 
Camden, Ark., to the confluence of the Ouachita-Black River with the Red River; 
$30,000 planning for the Muddy Fork flood-control dam on the Little Missouri 
River near Murfreesboro, Ark.; $2,000 for preliminary study on the Saline River, 
a left-bank tributary to the Ouachita River in Arkansas. 
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This association also supports and urges continued appropriations to complete 
the master drainage canals in southeastern Arkansas and northeastern Louisiana 
which are in the watershed of the Ouachita River. 


CALION LEVEE NEEDED 


In addition to the amounts recommended in the present budget, this association 
strongly urges that construction funds in the amount of $535,000 be made this 
fiscal year to complete the authorized and planned Calion, Ark., flood-control 
project. This small project was designed to protect the greater part of the town 
of Calion which has a population of about 1,200 people. Sinee the time this 
project was authorized, something new has been added in the form of extensive 
river shipping by the Lion Oil Co. and others of El Dorado, Ark. Without the 
proposed levee this vital river tonnage, which includes a minimum of 30,000 tons 
a vear of liquid sulfur, will be interrupted every time the Ouachita River floods 
the lowlands in and around Calion, Ark. During flood times the roads leading 
to the river dock site would be inundated making truck trnasportation impossible, 
and thus production in the manufacturing plants depending upon barge service 
would be curtailed. 


THE DE GRAY DAM AND THE 9-FOOT CHANNEL 


The Ouachita River Valley Association calls your attention to the fact that 
two main projects which are extremely vital to the economic d*velopment of the 
Ouachita River Basin are still to be completed; namely, the DeGray Dam on the 
Caddo River, a west bank tributary to the Ouachita River in Arkansas, and the 
modern 9-foot navigation channel on the Ouachita River from Camden, Ark., 
south. 

We wish to place the Bureau of the Budget, this committee, and the Congress 
on notice that we will be ready for and will expect construction funds for these 
projects in the 1957-58 budget. 


THE 9FOOT CHANNEL 


We are advised by the Corps of Engineers that the additional $130,000 sched- 
uled in the present budget will complete the advance planning for the 9-foot 
channel in the Ouachita from Camden, Ark., to the mouth of the Ouachita-Black 
River and that all plans will be completed by the spring of 1957. 

The association’s recent barge traffic survey indicates that in excess of a million 
tons of commerce annually will be shipped on the Ouachita River when the 9-foot 
channel is provided. This amount of tonnage will show an attractive benefit- 
cost ratio. 

THE DEGRAY DAM 


We are not so sure about the progress of the DeGray Dam which also must be 
completed as an integral part in the flood-control, water use, and navigation 
features of the Ouachita River Basin’s comprehensive plan. The Congress pro- 
vided $70,000 for the fiscal year 1955-56 to do planning work for the DeGray 
Dam, and as a part of the planning program, a new justification hearing was held 
in Arkadelphia November 1, 1955. Benefit-cost ratios appear satisfactory for 
this project. In recent months, following this hearing, there has come a demand 
from the people to enlarge the water uses inherent in the DeGray Dam and 
Reservoir. It has been found logical to consider this reservoir as a source of 
municipal and industrial water for some 5 or 6 cities and towns in south Arkansas. 
It appears now that this water demand will amount to approximately 150,000 
acre-feet and the prospective water users are signifying their intention of paying 
their pro rata part in providing for this amount of water behind the DeGray 
Dam. The Corps of Engineers are being asked to give this matter consideration, 
and to do so, additional planning funds may be required. We urge this com- 
mittee to determine from the Corps of Engineers how much additional money will 
be required for this planning service and to provide the same in the 1956-57 
appropriations. 


CREDIT BENEFITS TOO LIMITED 


If water stored in Government-built reservoirs and pools is to be used for the 
benefit of the most people, the Congress must establish a policy which will 
recognize the various water uses. 

In this connection the Ouachita River Valley Association urgently requests 
this committee and the Congress to expand the basis for calculating the cost- 
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benefit ratio by providing that benefits can be assigned to water stored and used 
from Government-built reservoirs and pools for the following purposes: Flood 
control, navigation, hydroelectric power production, municipal and industrial 
use, stream pollution abatement, irrigation, recreation, and fish and wildlife 
propagation. 

Also, in this connection, this association Opposes that part of the report of the 
President’s Advisory Committee on Water Policy that seeks to impose com- 
mittees,’’ ‘‘interagencies,’’ ‘‘coordinators,’’ and “review boards’ between the 
people, their present action agencies, and the Congress. 

Our thanks and appreciation is expressed to this committee for the time and 
consideration granted to the Ouachita River in this hearing. 





ARKADELPHIA, ARK., March 19, 1956. 
H. K. THATCHER, 


Ouachita River Valley Association, 
Care Congressman Oren Harris, House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The proposed DeGray Dam on the Caddo River is of great economic importance 
to all of the Ouachita River Basin. Planning of this project is underway by 
Corps of Engineers with water use generally restricted to aid in flood-control 
navigation -and hydroelectric power production. In addition to these we urge 

yater storage be especially provided in reservoir for municipal and industial 
use and also for stream sanitation work, irrigation and recreation. If this re- 


quires additional planning money we urge present budget be amended to provide 
it. 


ARKADELPHIA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
C. R. Hurn, President. 

Mr. THarcuer. I would like to thank you for the privilege of being 
here and for the time you have given us. If there are any questions 
I would be glad to answer them. 

Mr. Harris. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I appreciate 
the consideration you have always given us in these problems and |] 


support 100 percent the entire statement that the association has 
presented to you. 


Loosa-SKUNA DRAINAGE DIstTRICT 


WITNESSES 


HON. JAMIE L. WHITTEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
MISSISSIPPI 


T. J. LONG, PITTSBORO, MISS. 


Mr. Wuirren. Mr. Chairman, I would like to present Mr. T. J. 
Long, who is head of the Loosa-Skuna Drainage District. This is the 
matter I discussed with you gentlemen and I had hopes you might 
incorporate this in your report. 

Mr. Long, you might explain to them what your problem is. 





STATEMENT OF 





T. 





J. 





LONG 


Mr. Lona. I am a farmer and represent the Loosa-Skuna Drainage 
District in Calhoun County, Miss. The Federal Government built 
the Grenada Dam, which backs up the water in the Yalobusha and 
Skuna Rivers, including all the creeks and tributaries. 

Our problem is ane before they built these dams the farmers of our 
district spent 33 years paying for the canal to drain our land. Now 
this Government ‘tae has blocked that water from its normal outlet 
until our canal has filled up mighty fast. In the shape a farmer is in 
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now he doesn’t have much money he can spend maintaining the local 
canal; and actually the Government has made our ditches somewhat 
like sedimentation basins. We feel it is the obligation of their engi- 
neers and the Government, since they built this dam, not us, and we 
would like some immediate help. The Government has such pro- 
grams and clearly has a responsibility. 

I have been there 8 years, trying to maintain this canal; and we are 
losing ground all the time. We are active and we have an active 
drainage district, and we try to keep up maintenance, providing all 
the funds and effort that we can. We would like to have this com- 
mittee call on the Corps of Engineers to give us help. 

Mr. Botanp. What is the help you need? 

Mr. Lone. On the lower end of our canal, where it is badly affected 
by the Government pool which I point out on this map. The flow 
of the water is retarded; we don’t have enough flow to keep the ditches 
open. It needs to be enlarged because it is not deep enough, and it 
needs to be kept that way. It is not worth while in its present 
condition. 

Mr. Bouanp. So that the water can flow out more rapidly; is that it? 

Mr. Lona. Yes. As it is now, the local ditches will fill, the water 
will flow over our lands which the Government did not take, and on 
which they paid no damages. 

Mr. Kirwan. It is not a big job? 

Mr. Lona. It is to us, but not to the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Krrwan. Yes; but I mean it is not a big job, not much money 
involved? 

Mr. Wuirren. Mr. Chairman, if Mr. Long would permit me, the 
Government passed legislation before I came here to build reservoirs 
across these streams and to stop up the outlets. It backs the water 
up, as you can see from this map. 

Now the Government took a certain strip of land around these 
reservoirs, but by reason of stopping all of these streams, the creeks 
in the land that is in Mr. Long’s drainage district now having less 
outlet, the streams fill up. The Corps of Engineers have authority 
to keep such streams opened up, but they have not fully met their 
responsibility and the Government’s responsibility. It is my sug- 
gestion that the committee, if it will, direct the Corps of Engineers to 
give attention to these problems, within the funds provided for the 
lower Mississippi and their general funds for this purpose. I think 
the suggestion is reasonable and in line, and it is within the money that 
they have for the lower Mississippi; and it is a condition that the 
Government brought about when they built these dams. In addition, 
there is a national fund for meeting relatively small projects. This 
situation applies to the four dams. 

Mr. Botanp. How many people does it affect? 

Mr. Wuirren. It is a heavily populated area. Calhoun County 
is one of the most populous counties in my district. Exactly how 
many people are in it, I can’t tell you. Most farmers are small 
farmers and sound citizens. They, like me, did not want these dams. 

Mr. Lona. Well, about 25,000. 

Mr. Wuirten. And it is a problem that will stay with us and one 
that the Corps of Engineers and the Government have obligations to 
meet. So, ina nutshell that is what we have. 
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Mr. Kirwan. All right, we will take it up with the Army engineers. 
Now, I understand you want to testify in favor of a project in your 
district. 


Yazoo AND LirrLe TALLAHATCHIE FLOOD-CoNTROL PROJECT 


WITNESS 


HON. JAMIE L. WHITTEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 


Mr. Kirwan. You may proceed, Mr. Whitten. 

Mr. Wuirren. Mr. Chairman, I would like to repeat what I told 
the committee last vear. 

In 1936 authorization was passed for a comprehensive flood-control 
project in the Yazoo and Little Tallahatchie watersheds, which largely 
cover my entire district. Basically, the plans approved, all before 
I came to the Congress, provided for the construction of four reser- 
voirs in the upper part of my district, the opening of streams out into 
the Mississippi River below these reservoirs, and for related works 
along the creek and streams in the foothill area. 

Prior to my coming to Congress, half of the reservoir project had 
been completed (Sardis and Arkabutla.) Subsequently, over the 
opposition of most of the people in my district, the other half (Grenada 
and Enid) was completed. Only in the last 2 years has work even 
been started on the so-called auxiliary channel, Yazoo cutoff, and other 
efforts to complete the work to get the outlets opened up into the 
Mississippi River. 

Actually the completion of this overall project has been greatly 
retarded, and during the whole period at least a dozen cree ‘ks which 
are major in size during flood periods have been washing sand, causing 
erosion, destroying highways, ruining thousands of acres of land, and 
resulting in tremendous damage to the areas just below the dam. 
Where formerly in the winter seasons high water in these river bottoms 
retarded the flowage rates on the cree ‘ks, now, due to the reservoirs 
holding back winter floods, these creeks—which are major to the areas 
in which they are located—flow during the winter and spring seasons 
at a much faster rate and do tremendous damage. Then during 
the summer, when normally the rivers would be empty and let the 
creek water out, now the rivers are kept full and water does not get 
out. We catch it both ways. The present effect of what I discuss 
makes it imperative that the Corps of Engineers do something to 
relieve the situation. 

The United States Corps of Engineers has authority within the 
funds for the lower Mississippi to start work on these related problems, 
which are part of the comprehensive project; but we have been unable 
to get them to give high enough priority to get anything really done. 

Due to the fact that part of the project doing injury to this area 
has been completed and the other major part of the project having 
been retarded, folks in the central area of my district are in an un- 
tenable position. I, therefore, wish to urge that this committee 
take such action as is necessary as to speed up the completion of the 
overall project; and within whatever funds you do make available 
to the lower Mississippi, in view of the conditions which I describe, I 
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urge that in your report you direct the Corps of Engineers to help 
solve the local problems and if possible go ahead with works called 
for in the overall project. 

Last year you were kind enough to include in your report the 
following language: 
During the hearings the attention of the committee was called to conditions in 
the foothill areas of the Yazoo and Little Tallahatchie Basins, work on which is 
authorized and contemplated under the existing flood control projects. In view 
of the showing made to the committee, it is requested that the Corps of Engineers 
give attention to the correction of some of these problems under existing authority 
and within the plans of the comprehensive projects for the general area, and from 
funds available, to do such permanent or temporary work as may relieve the local 
situation until major work on the project is completed. 

We have made some progress, but I hope you will continue similar 
language. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 


Fort RANDALL TO GRAND ISLAND TRANSMISSION LINE 
WITNESSES 


HON. A. L. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 

C. PETRUS PETERSON, LINCOLN, NEBR. 

RAY J. LOWERY, PRESIDENT OF THE NEBRASKA RURAL ELECTRIC 
ASSOCIATION 

E. J. SSOGREN, FUNK, NEBR. 

D. J. DE BOER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE NEBRASKA PUBLIC 
POWER SYSTEM, COLUMBUS, NEBR. 

WALTER R. JOHNSON, CUSTER PUBLIC POWER DISTRICT 

LAWRENCE BROCK, PRESIDENT NEBRASKA RURAL PUBLIC POWER 
DISTRICT 


Mr. Kirwan. We have now Congressman Miller of Nebraska and 
other people from Nebraska. 

Mr. Miutuer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We will be very brief. 
We are here asking again that the committee consider favorably 
appropriations for a line from Fort Randall down to near Grand 
Island, Nebr. You remember last year there was an appropriation 
made for a 115-kilovolt line to Neligh. Since then that has been held 
up and now the Budget Bureau has recommended that the line be 
made because the full committee, Appropriations Committee, had 
asked that a study be made. They said 
This committee has specifically deleted $940,000 programed for the proposed 
115-kilovolt transmission line from Fort Randall Dam to Neligh, Nebr. 

A study has been made that shows the line is feasible. We have 
with us this morning a number of men who are more qualified to speak 
of the line than perhaps I am and if you would permit me to substitute 
the remarks I just made for a statement that I have here, a two-page 
statement, [ will not say any more. 

Mr. Kirwan. It will be incorporated in the record. 

(The above-referred-to statement is as follows:) 


Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to appear before you to request the approval of 
a transfer of funds for the construction of a 230,000-volt transmission line from 
Fort Randall, on the Missouri River, to Grand Island, Nebr. 

This matter was considered by this committee last year, and this is the report 
finally given by the House Appropriations Committee to the Congress: 

“This committee has specifically deleted $940,000 programed for the proposed 
115 kilovolt transmission line from Fort Randall Dam to Neligh, Nebr. The 





testimony received indicates that there is a question as to the need for an additional 
line at a future date to meet all of the power requirements of the Nebraska public 
service system. In view of this fact the committee believes that consideration 
should be given to the construction of a heavier line at this time instead of entering 
into the more expensive proposition of one 115-kilovolt line now and another 
later.”’ 

Subsequently, the Pureau of Reclamation did study the power needs and 
power availability for this area and determined that a 230 kilovolt line was not 
justified at that time. This report was made to the Congress, and an appropria- 
tion of $1,168,000 was made for the construction of a 115-kilovolt line from Fort 
Randall Dam to Neligh, Nebr. 

In January 1956, the Nebraska Public Power System resurveyed the power 
requirements of the area. In view of the tremendous increases in power demands 
prompted by the growth of pump irrigation primarily, it was determined that, 
in 1957, the total anticipated pump irrigation requirements will be in excess of 
55,000 kilowatts. This is in addition to the 100,000 kilowatts of firm power the 
Bureau of Reclamation is obliged to deliver to the Nebraska Public Power System 
under existing contracts. In 1958 this additional pump demand will be in the 
neighborhood of 70,000 kilowatts, and total summer requirements will be approxi- 
mately 100,000 kilowatts in excess of the firm power commitment. By the 
summer of 1962, this figure will have increased to 167,000 kilowatts. 

Also significant is the fact that the Bureau of Reclamation has contracted with 
Nebraska power distributors for the delivery of 32,000 kilowatts of electricity 
for which there are no existing transmission facilities. Construction of this line 
would provide such an outlet. 

These facts were resubmitted to the Bureau of Reclamation in January of this 
year, and on this basis the Bureau recommended that a 230 kilovolt line from 
Fort Randall to Grand Island was economically feasible, and the same recom- 
mendation has been made by President Eisenhower to the Congress. 

The Bureau of Reclamation estimates that this 230 kilovolt line will cost $8 
million, which is broken down into $5.6 million for the transmission facilities, and 
$2.4 million for the terminal at Grand Island. However, again let me emphasize 
that we are not at this time requesting additional or new funds for this project. 
We are simply asking authority to transfer the $1,168,000 authorized last year 
for the 115 kilovolt line to Neligh, and $4,332,000 from other Bureau of Reclama- 
tion appropriations. The $2.5 million balance will not be requested this year. 

Additional power is absolutely necessary if Nebraska agriculture is to prosper. 
In the past 10 years the number of irrigation wells has doubled, until at the prese nt 
time there are about 15,000 wells supplementing our secant rainfall. Our State is 
dry, as dry or drier than it was in the 1930’s. No farm program will be effective 
in Nebraska unless we get quick moisture. Farmers have come more and more 
to rely upon the underground waters to provide security and stability, but this 
development will soon stop unless we can make available a ready source of low-cost 
pumping power. ‘The 230-kilovolt line is vital. 


Mr. Miuier. I would like also to include a telegram from Ray 
Schacht and one of the REA’s out there, Mr. Evans, and the state- 
ment of two Senators, senior Senator Roman L. Hruska and Senator 
Carl T. Curtis, signed jointly by them. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 

(The above-referred-to material is as follows:) 


CoLumBvs, NEBR., March 20, 1956. 
Hon. A. L. MILLER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Would appreciate your filing following statement in behalf of Consumers Public 
Power District with House Appropriations Subcommittee in connection with pro- 
posed Fort Randall to Grand Island 230-kilovolt line hearing. Consumers 
Public Power District line from Fort Randall to Grand Island, Nebr., as the method 
of securing the most beneficial use of large quantities of summer power from 
Missouri River dams by using for pump irrigation in Nebraska. Construction 
will carry out marketing plans established several years ago for rs iver 
Basin power and will yield best returns to Federal Government as well as agri- 
culture. Our board of directors gives unqualified endorsement to this line. 


R. L. Scuacurt, 
General Manager, Consumers Public Power District. 
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UnitTeD States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pustic Works, 
March 21, 1956. 
Subject: Fort Randall-Grand Island 230-kilovolt transmission line. 
Hon. MicuakE. J. Krrwan, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
Washington 25, D.C, 

My Dear Mr. CHarrMANn: Recently the President has requested Congress to 
authorize funds in the approximate sum of $5,500,000 for the construction of a 
230-kilovolt transmission line from Fort Randall to Grand Island. Previous 
hearings before this committee have demonstrated its need and the justification. 

Since the hearings of last year, even more evidence has been gathered to sub- 
stantiate the same favorable conclusion. These additional facts will be brought 
to the committee by others and as a result of recent surveys and studies clearly 
pointing to increased power demand. 

Mr. Chairman, we earnestly submit that among the benefits resulting from 
construction of this line, these are especially notable. 

The large quantities of secondary power available coincident with increased 
water releases made necessary by navigation requirements will be put into its 
highest use. This use is the pump irrigation which it will make possible in the 
area tapped by the line. 

The Government will benefit because this ‘‘summer’’ power will command its 
highest price for this use as opposed to “dump” power rates which otherwise 
would obtain. 

The result would be a “‘blue ribbon” reclamation situation. The Government 
is called upon to finance a transmission line. The farmers do all the rest. They 
furnish pump and irrigation equipment. And most notable, they pay for the 
power furnished at a better rate than would otherwise be collected. They also 
pay for the line which is asked for at this time. 

In view of these benefits, the strengthened showing on the line’s feasibility, 
and the President’s request, we urge prompt and favorable consideration of 
this line. 

Yours very truly, 
Roman L. Hruska, United States Senator. 
Cari T. Curtis, United States Senator. 


Mr. Miter. These other statements will follow. 


I now would like to have you hear Mr. D. J. DeBoer, the executive 
director of the Nebraska Public Power System. 


STATEMENT OF D. J. DEBOER 


Mr. DeBorr. My name is D. J. DeBoer. I am executive director 
of Nebraska Public Power System with headquarters at Columbus, 
Nebr. The Nebraska Public Power Systeia owns and operates a 
large integrated high-voltage electric power transmission system 
serving the eastern two-thirds of the State exclusive of the city of 
Omaha and vicinity. Our business is to produce—or purchase—and 
transmit wholesale electric power. The system supplies wholesale 
power to 27 rural public power districts serving an estimated 87,000 
farm customers; to the Consumers Public Power District, for general 
distribution to 350 cities, towns, and rural areas at wholesale and retail; 
and to 8 municipalities. 

We appear before vour committee to urge your approval of an 
appropriation in the Federal budget, currently being considered, for 
the construction of a 230,000-volt transmission line by the Bureau of 
Reclamation from the Fort Randall powerplant on the main stem of 
the Missouri River in South Dakota to Grand Island, Nebr. You 
may recall that we appeared before you on behalf of this project last 
year. 
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The Bureau of Reclamation and the Nebraska Public Power System 
have entered into a 35-year interconnection contract for the delivery of 
100,000 kilowatts of firm power from the Missouri River Basin project 
to Nebraska. We are currently receiving 70,000 kilowatts of this 
contract commitment over 2 115-kilovolt transmission lines, 1 each to 
O’ Neill, Nebr., and Belden, Nebr. 

In August of 195! 5, the system experienced an all-time high maximum 
hour pe akload of 333,000 kilowatts Subsequently, in December of 
1955, the maximum peakload was 290,000 kilowatts. This is a 
difference of 43,000 kilowatts between summer and winter load. 
Approximately 35,000 kilowatts of this excess summer load represents 
pumping from Nebraska’s abundant underground water resources 
for crop irrigation purposes. The Division of Nebraska Resources of 
the State of Nebraska estimates that there are now more than 14,000 
irrigation wells in the State. Many more are being dug each vear. A 
large percentage of these are served electrically by the Nebraska 
Public Power System. From a survey of rural customers conducted 
last January, it is estimated that the total pump irrigation demand 
on the system will be more than 70,000 kilowatts in the summer of 
1958 and that this demand will reach approximately 107,000 kilowatts 
by 1962. 

Adding to these the estimated increased air conditioning and other 
strictly summer loads, we find that the summer load will exceed the 
winter load by approximately 100,000 kw in 1958. Likewise, the 
summer load will exceed the winter load by 167,000 kilowatts in 1962. 
We have cited these figures to emphasize the fact that Nebraska has 
an increasing need for large amounts of electric power to meet its 
peculiar summertime requirements. 

The characteristics of the Missouri River Basin project are such 
that the powerplants on the main stem of the Missouri River will 
produce large amounts of excess power in the summertime—so-called 
summer firm power—coincident with the release of ; somg-e re- 
quirements for navigation purposes on the Missouri River below 
Sioux City. This summer firm power is not available in the winter- 
time when water releases are restricted for storage purposes. Nor- 
mally, there is no market for this type of power, except insofar as 
small amounts may be sold at fuel displacement or dump rates, since 
it is not available the year around. 

Significantly, Nebraska’s excess summer power requirements to 
meet pump irrigation and air conditioning loads coincide exactly with 
the availability of summer firm power on the Missouri River, the 
bulk of which would have to be wasted for lack of a suitable market. 
Nebraska has the market and is willing and anxious to pay firm 
prices for the power. The Bureau of Reclamation has the power but 
no market. All that is needed to consummate a mutually beneficial 
arrangement is the 230-kilovolt transmission line from Fort Randall 
to Grand Island. 

The East River Electric Power Cooperative with headquarters at 
Madison, S. Dak., serves 50,000 farm families in eastern South Dakota. 
This cooperative has contracted for substantially all of its power re- 
quirements from the Bureau of Reclamation. The cooperative is 
faced with a possible shortage of Bureau power for the winters of 1958, 
1959 and 1960, or until additional power becomes available from the 
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Oahe Dam and powerplant now under construction. The cooperative 
is considering the possible necessity of constructing a steam plant to 
meet its interim winter power requirements. 

We have just received a formal request from the East River Electric 
Power Cooperative to purchase electric power from our system in 
amounts very ing, from 5,000 to 39,000 kilowatts for the winters of 
1958, 1959, and 1960, in order to meet its expected load demands. 
Nebraska will have excess power available during the winter months 
and we, therefore, propose to make such winter capacity available to 
the East River Cooperative. Such an arrangement will be mutually 
advantageous to South Dakota and Nebraska. The proposed 230- 
kilovolt transmission line from Fort Randall to Grand Island will 
make it possible to make this type of interchange of power between 
the two States a reality. This firming up of Missouri River Basin 
power by steam plants in Nebraska will result in a substantial increase 
in firm power available to South Dakota. 

Nebraska will receive an additional allotment of firm power, along 
with all of the other States in the Missouri River Basin—Nebraska is 
the only State wholly within the basin—when additional power be- 
comes available with the completion of the Oahe powerplant in 1961. 
The proposed 230-kilovolt transmission line will be needed to deliver 
such vuitional firm power to the approximate load center near Grand 
Island. 

The original Missouri River Basin project plans contemplate a 
230-kilovolt transmission line such as the one under consideration for 
Nebraska similar to those now being constructed by the Bureau to 
serve Iowa, Minnesota, and North and South Dakota. To date 
the Bureau has not been authorized to carry out these original plans 
as far as Nebraska is concerned. 

The Nebraska Public Power System has filed a formal application 
for 100,000 kilowatts of summer firm power beginning with the sum- 
mer of 1958. In addition, the system has indicated its desire to pur- 
chase an additional block of firm power as soon as it becomes available 
from the Oahe power development and stands ready to contract for 
an additional 100,000 kilowatts of firm power or such other amount 
as may be allocated to Nebraska. These commitments for both 
summer power and firm power establish beyond a doubt the economic 
feasibility of this transmission line—the Government’s investment 
will be returned with interest. 

Summarizing the above, the 230 kilovolt transmission line from 
Fort Randall to Grand Island, Nebr., should be constructed imme- 
diately by the Bureau of Reclamation because: 

1. Nebraska needs 100,000 kilowatts of summer firm power by 
1958 to meet its pump irrigation load requirements and is ready to 
pay firm prices for this power. The Federal Government needs the 
revenue from the sale of this power which would otherwise largely 
go to waste. A more logical solution to both problems is hard to 
imagine. 

It will make available surplus steam generating capacity in 
Nebraska during the wintertime to displace hydro power in South 
Dakota when minimum water releases are in effect, thereby increasing 
the total amount of firm hydro power in South Dakota—a mutually 
advantageous arrangement for South Dakota and Nebraska. 
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The original Missouri River Basin plans contemplate a 230- 
kilovolt line into the center of Nebraska. It should now be built 
= the plan completed, in fairness to Nebraska. 

The economic feasibility of the line is assured—-the Government 
Ww i get its money back with interest. 

Gentlemen, we thank you most sincerely for your time and con- 
sideration, and we respectfully solicit your approval of the budget 
appropriation which will make it possible for the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion to construct the Fort Randall-Grand Island 230-kilovolt trans 
mission line. 

We thank you very sincerely. 

Mr. Miuuer. Mr. Peterson. 


STATEMENT OF C. PETRUS PETERSON 


Mr. Prererson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
several things have happened since this was before Congress last 
vear. First, and probably the most important, is the finding of the 
Department that this line is feasible. Last year they were in doubt 
and concluded under the then existing facts it was not feasible. 
Secondly, there has been a tremendous increase in load in Nebraska. 
Last vear when we talked about it we had some 11,000 irrigation 
wells. We now have over 14,000, I think, 15,000 wells. Over 3,000 
went in last vear and the only limitation this year on construction 
will be the ability of the well drillers to sink wells. 

Our summer experience last year has demonstrated the need and 
the desirability of this development. 

Third, when we have added up this load we discover that in 1958, 
if this line is built, the difference between the rate at which this summer 
power can be sold as dump power and the rate which will be paid in 
February will be about $175,000 more income to the Federal Treasury 
and by 1962 that figure will rise to $300,000 more to the Federal Treas- 
ury if this line is in operation than if the excess summer power would 
be sold as dump power. 

This is tremendously important, we think, from the standpoint of 
the Federal Treasury, as well as important to the development in 
Nebraska. The President, in his message in which he suggests that 
this line be now built, outlines the procedure under which no new 
money is asked. In the budget this year it will be financed by the 
funds that were made available for the 115-kilovolt line plus other 
funds that were available to the amount, as I remember, $5,500,000; 
so that the present arrangements do not call for an increase in this 
year’s budget. 

Now we have in February this tremendous supply of ground water. 
It is estimated that we have an annual recharge of 8 million acre-feet 
of which we are using only about 3 at the present time. No one needs 
to argue the desirability of its use both from the standpoint of economy 
of our State and also from the economy of the National Government. 
There are very little income taxes paid where there are no crops 
raised, 

I should like, Mr. Chairman, to continue that argument, but I know 
our time is very limited. I think the statement which Mr. DeBoer 
has outlined covers the field quite generally, except perhaps in this 
one item of the benefit to the Federal Treasury by this arrangement 
as compared with the sale of the dump power. I think I will end there. 
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Mr. Mituter. Mr. Chairman, may I have permission to have Mr. 
Ray Lowery, president of the Nebraska Rural Electric Association, 
and also Mr. Ernest Sjogren, of Funk, Nebr., file their statements? 
[ also would like to have Mr. Alex Radin file a statement. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 

(The above-referred-to statements are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Ray J. Lowery REGARDING 230,000 Vo_t Fort RANDALL-GRAND 
IsLAND TRANSMISSION LINE 


I am Ray J. Lowery, president of the Nebraska Rural Electric Association. 
I also am secretary of the South Central Membership Association and am a 
State director of the Nebraska Farmers Union. I want to make a brief state- 
ment, part of which is backed by three photographs that tell a Story that I feel 
will convince each and every one of you why the need of the 230,000 volt line 
from Fort Randall to Grand Island is so important and so urgent. A more 
detailed statement is being filed, also. 

Here are three photographs that tell the story of what irrigation can do and 
what happens if fields are not irrigated, during periods of drouth such as we have 
heen experiencing in Nebraska. 


PHOTOGRAPH 11 


Here is a photograph of a cornfield in which the corn in the background was 
irrigated while the corn in the foreground was in a different watershed and was 
not irrigated. 

The corn in the background made about 75 bushels to the acre while that in 
the foreground might have produced 1 to 2 bushels to the acre. 

If low-cost pump _ irrigation were available, the corn in the foreground could 


also have produced 75 bushels of corn. 


PHOTOGRAPH I1! 


This is Val Kuska, agricultural development agent of the C. B. & Q. Railroad, 
examining an ear of corn in field irrigated as pictured in first photogr raph. 


PHOTOGRAPH IIL ! 


This picture of Val Kuska, agricultural development agent for the C. B. & Q. 
Railroad Co., shows corn from the same field, one part of which was heel the 
other which was not. 

The 2 ears at the left were taken from 1 stalk in the irrigated portion of field in 
background (see first photograph) which resulted in corn averaging about 75 
bushels to the acre. The three nubbins at right were found after a long search 
in the nonirrigated part of the field. 

We would also like to point out another example of the needs for irrigation, 
which requires low-cost electric power. 

In the Republican River watershed in Nebraska there were some 125,000 acres 
under irrigation in 1952 which resulted in some 65 bushels to the acre, while there 
were 1,200,000 acres of nonirrigated corn which resulted in an average of only 
27 bushels to the acre. 

During the extreme drought vear of 1955 some 235,000 acres were under irri- 
gation which produced 63 bushels to the acre, while some 1,100,000 acres of non- 
irrigated corn resulted in only about 6.6 bushels to the acre. 

A study in the Platte River Valley showed that for each thousand acres of 
irrigated portion of the North Platte Valley 134 persons on farms and in towns 
were supported; while in contrast onlv 5 persons per thousand acres reside in 
adjacent dryland areas of the same valley. 

During the drought of 1930-40 most Midwestern States lost population; 

Nebraska lost 4.5 percent. Scottsbluff County gained 18.4 percent, while western 
drvland counties lost 12 percent of their population. 

We want to emphasize that not only is this transmission line project a good 
investment for the Federal Government directly, but in an indirect way provides 
income from which taxes are derived. 


1 Not printed. 
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I would like to refer vou to Irrigation to the Rescue, which is a concise report 
with some positive conclusions. It is attached to the statement | am filing. 
Here is something interesting: 

‘Federal tax collection in 1953 from all sources in North Platte Valley including 
income tax amounted to $45.37 per acre of irrigated land, compared to only 
$1.37 per acre for dry land.” 

This is the difference between farmers staying on the farms, making a living 
and paying taxes or farmers that must give up. 

We are sure you gentlemen will make only 1 recommendation, and that is 
that the appropriation for the 230.000-volt Fort Randall to Grand Island trans- 
mission line be approved in this session of Congress, and that the Department of 
Interior, Bureau of Reclamation be urged to expedite its construction. 


230 ,000 





VOLT LINE 





SUPPORTED BY 





BOTH RURAL 





AND URBAN ORGANIZATIONS 


I should like to emphasize that this 230,000-volt line from Fort Randall to 
Grand Island has the vigorous support of the three farm organizations in Nebraska 
Nebraska Farm Bureau Federation, the Nebraska Farmers Union, and the Ne- 
braska State Grange; a large number of farm cooperatives, the power organiza- 
tions in the State and the chambers of commerce of several cities. 

The Nebraska State Legislature memorialized Congress in its 1954 session. 

Gentlemen, I know of no project which has had such a unanimity of support in 
Nebraska as has been given to this transmission line. 

The Nebraska Rural Electric Association has supported this line for some years. 
The directors at the regional meeting of the National Rural Rural Electric Coop- 
erative Association gave unanimous support to this line, and last but not least, 
the members of National Rural Electric Cooperative Association in its 1956 meet- 
ing in St. Louis, Mo., gave unanimous support to this line. Please note that all 
of the Missouri River Basin States—South Dakota, North Dakota, Minnesota, 
Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, Kansas, Missouri, lowa and Nebraska—were for 
this line. 

We know of no basin State in which the rural electric statewide organization 
has taken an adverse position toward the construction of this line. 





EXCELLENT 





FEDERAL-LOCAL 





PROJECT 


We believe this is an excellent example of Federal-local partnership which has 
been discussed in the realm of reclamation. 

We believe that this 230,000-volt line from Fort Randall to Grand Island is an 
excellent example of the part the Federal Government can play in this partner- 
ship. Let me explain, what I mean. 

The farmers, because of the drought condition, and in order to make a living by 
producing food have gone to the expense of drilling wells, purchasing pumps and 
irrigation equipment, and in many cases leveling their land. 

The local power systems have gone to the expense of providing electrical service 
to take care of these pumps which range up to as much as 100 horsepower in size. 
The generation and transmission system in Nebraska has been expanded and large 
substations have been built, in many cases to provide a source of power for irriga- 
tion pumping, primarily. 

With the type of power that is available during the navigation months the 
Federal Government has an excellent market for this power at a good rate, for 
our irrigators want a firm supply of summer power. Therefore, through a very 
sound partnership arrangement the Federal Government through its Department 
of Interior and Bureau of Reclamation can provide an economically feasible line 
to bring this power into the irrigation load center from which it can be carried 
out on the several 115,000-volt transmission lines built by the Nebraska Public 
Power System. (See attached map of Nebraska !), 





GOOD INVESTMENT FOR ALL 


We farmers in Nebraska are not asking for something on a platter, but rather 
a@ project in which the Federal Government is making an investment on behalf 
of the people of the Nation in order for the farmers to provide food and fiber and 
at the same time make a living in good years and bad. 





1 Not printed. 
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This is a transmission line for electric power but its biggest purpose is irriga- 
tion-reclamation. It is badly needed, it can be justified and not only is it feasible, 
but a financial asset to the Government in disposing of considerable amounts of 
secondary power at a firm power rate; permits the farmer to make a living and 
also pay taxes. 

We respectfully ask your approval of the appropriation for this projeet. 

Thank you. 

NEBRASKA RurRaAt Evectric ASSOcrATION, 
Ray J. Lowery, President. 





IRRIGATION TO THE RESCUE 
By Val Kuska ! 


Irrigation is Nebraska’s salvation. 

A community which produces little can have little to trade, except temporarily 
from borrowing money or establishing relief funds which may be used in lieu of 
produce. But irrigation—if supplemental water can be made available—makes 
intensive agriculture possible, assures consistency of good yields which have a 
steady effect on prices and enable the farmer to make long-range plans for crop- 
ping and livestock. 

Stability in agriculture—and in Nebraska that cannot be separated from irri- 
gation—implies something even broader than high income for each farmer. 
Social and political stability also are important. Benefits do not accrue to the 
farmer alone but to all whose occupations and living are tied to agricultural 
production—and that takes in a lot of territory. 

Irrigation’s effect on the stability of an area’s economy and prosperity is 
reflected in commercial activity and property value. Scotts Bluff County, 
representing about half the North Platte Valley’s business volume, reported sales 
of $31,905,000, wholesale trade of $45,327,000, service business of $2,025,000, 
and manufacturing that added $9,318,000 to the value of raw materials. Scotts 
Bluff County, with 43 percent of its area irrigated, collected $3,547,000 in property 
taxes in 1953; Banner County, a dryland region with only a small percentage of 
land irrigated, yielded only $190,000. 

Federal tax collections in 1953 from all sources in the North Platte Valley, 
including income taxes, amounted to $45.37 per acre of irrigated land, compared 
to only $1.37 per acre for dry land. In the valley and in other irrigation areas 
analyzed, total Federal taxes collected were almost dollar for dollar equal to the 
value of crops grown on the land. On the other hand, Federal taxes in dryland 
areas totaled about one-fifth of the value of gross crop production. 

Each thousand acres of the irrigated portion of the North Platte Valley supports 
134 persons on farms and in towns. In contrast, only five persons per thousand 
acres reside in the adjacent dryland area. 

During the droughty decade 1930-40 most Midwestern States lost population; 
Nebraska lost 4.5 percent. But Scotts Bluff County gained 18.4 percent, while 
the western dryland counties lost 12 percent of their populations. 

Elsewhere in Nebraska irrigation can also do much to prevent sharp fluctuations 
in agricultural production and to establish a constant and satisfactory level in the 
general economy. In fact, such development should be a matter of statewide 
interest. I can envision a bright future for Nebraska through proper use and 
conservation of the State’s natural resources. 

This potential is particularly desirable for Nebraskans, remembering the 
drought of the 1930’s. In the decade 1930-40 corn and wheat production was 
1,100 million bushels less than in decade 1920-30; the Government purchased 
480,904 head of livestock from 39,495 distressed farmers, out of 114,000 total; 
Nebraska lost 62,000 in population. 

The southwestern and south-central counties are a region of fitful drought where 
the average annual rainfall over a long period of years has been about 24 inches 
but where many times, not more than 1 inch of effective rain fell during the 
growing season. 

Since 1893 this part of Nebraska has averaged 34 drought days each year during 
the growing season (April-September). A drought day is a day after 14 con- 
secutive days with no more than one-fourth inch of rain in 24 hours. In 1934 
there were 82 drought-days; in 1955, 85 drought-days. Weather reports at 
Beaver City station (Furnas County) show 1954 and 1955 to be the driest 2 
consecutive years of record. 





! Val Kuska is an agricultural agent of long experience for the C. B. & Q. Railroad, as well as a practical 
farmer, 
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In 1955 blistering hot winds struck this region with devastating results to crops 
not fortified by good soil practices and supplemental water. Only an oldtimer 

‘an imagine the extent of catastrophe if it had not been for the Bonny, Enders, 
Swanson, Harry Strunk, and Harlan County Reservoirs, the irrigation works and 
pump installations provided for conservation and utilization of water. 

In 1955 nearly 50 million bushels, or 58 percent of the total 85 million bushel 
corn crop in Nebraska was produced under irrigation on only 14 percent of the 
total land in corn. 

The benefits of irrigation are not local and insignificant in the welfare of the 
county, State, or Nation. No one can deny the universal good to be derived 
from irrigation development when it can do these things: 

1. Make efficient use of water and soil resources of the region. 

2. Stabilize and develop a rural and urban economy that can withstand 
the shocks of recurrent periods of drought. 

3. Stabilize land tenure and occupancy, reducing the more or less aimless 
migration from affected regions when droughts occur. 

Create industrial activity and increase population through the intensive 
agriculture which necessarily follows irrigation. 

5. Develop and maintain the highest income and standard of living. 

6. Establish a stable and adequate individual and community income to 
permit relatively high social services such as schools, roads, etec., without 
high burden upon the taxpayers. 

7. Provide a sound market for goods and services from other communities. 

And that is why I say, irrigation is Nebraska’s salvation. 


STATEMENT BY ERNEST SJOGREN RE Fort RANDALL-GRAND ISLAND 230-KILo- 
VOLT LINE 


My name is Ernest Sjogren. I am an irrigation farmer residing near Funk, 
Nebr. I am president of the Southern Nebraska Rural Public Power District, 
Grand Island, Nebr., a director on the Nebraska State Reclamation Association, 
and am executive committeeman for region VII of the National Rural Electric 
Cooperative Association. 

The Southern Nebraska Rural Public Power District, Grand Island, Nebr., 
furnishes electric power service in the counties of Hamilton, Merrick, Hall, Adams, 
Kearney, and Phelps in central Nebraska. The entire region served by the district 
is a semiarid region which now de »pends almost entirely upon irrigation for full crop 
production. A survey recently completed by Rural Electrification Administration 
fieldmen showed in excess of 5,000 pumps installed in the area served by the district 
as of January 1956 and many more on schedule to be installed as soon as well drillers 
are available. The entire economy of the area served is dependent on irrigation. 
In 1955 the area experienced almost a 100-percent crop failure on land not irri- 
gated and the same situation prevails throughout the State. 

The Southern Nebraska Rural Public Power District began furnishing electric 
power service to irrigation pumps in 1941, and because of its convenience and 
dependability the demand for electricity as power for pumping is steadily increas- 
ing. Eight hundred and sixty pumps were served in 1955 and the District is 
now submitting loan application to the Rural Electrification Administration for 
funds to construct facilities to serve an additional 700 pumps during the next 
3-year period. Load surveys made indicate the district’s pumping load will be in 
excess of 22,000-kilowatts by 1962. 

Even though electric power for pump operation has many advantages over 
other type power for irrigation it is also necessary that the rate be low enough to 
make it economically feasible for the farmers to use and also low enough to be 
competitive to the extent that sufficient density of connections can be obtained 
to make the district investment feasible. Therefore, considerable thought and 
study has been given by the directors of this district to the problem the past 
several years, including a visit with Department of Interior officials in the fall of 
1953. At that time it was indicated that additional bloes of power would be 
available from the Fort Randall plant during the season of the year that power 
is required for irrigation. The district has continued to carry on its program of 
furnishing power for irrigation because of this indication and because it was felt 
that this power would be made available for the farmers for irrigation purposes 
in the near future. 

The directors of the Southern Nebraska Rural Public Power District firmly 
believes that reasonable low cost electric power can be furnished for irrigation 
pumping only under the following program: 
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(1) Elimination of construction of steam plants for high irrigation summer 
peaks by construction of transmission line from Fort Randall to Grand 
Island to deliver the additional power available form Fort Randall during 
summer months to load center in pump irrigation area. 

(2) Power suppliers in Nebraska furnish necessary substations and other 
facilities to deliver the power from load centers to the REA distribution 
districts without additional charges over normal carriers’ charges, for invest- 
ments required for irrigation load peaks. 

(3) The REA districts construct and operate the distribution facilities to 
the irrigation pumps under their normal policy of charging rates as Jow as 
possible but sufficient to amortize their loans. 

We sincerely believe the above outlined program will bring the benefits of low 
cost power to the farmers of Nebraska and all expenditures made by the various 
agencies under the program will be repaid in full. We therefore solicit your 
favorable action on an appropriation for funds for construction of 230-kilovolt 
transmission line from Fort Randall to Grand Island, Nebr. 


STATEMENT BY ALEX RapINnN, GENERAL MANAGER, AMERICAN PuBLic POWER 
ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D. C., RE Fort RaANDALL-GRAND IsLAND TRANS- 
MISSION LINE 


My name is Alex Radin. I am general manager of the American Public Power 
Association, a national trade organization which represents more than 800 local 
publicly owned electric utility systems in 40 States, Puerto Rico, and Alaska. 

Gur association would like to take this opportunity of urging the Congress to 
appropriate the necessary funds for construction of the 230-kilovolt transmission 
line from Fort Randall Dam to Crand Island, Nebr. At our last annual con- 
vention in Jacksonville, Fla., the association unanimously adopted a resolution 
favoring the construction of this line, and at a meeting of our legislative com- 
mittee in Washington, D. C., on January 12, 1956, this committee again reaffirmed 
support of the construction of this line. 

We are pleased that additional confirmation of the need for this line has been 
indicated in recent weeks in the announcement of the Department of the Interior 
of its support for the construction of this transmission facility. As was pointed 
out by the Department of the Interior in its statement of February 21, 1956, 
the transmission line will provide a means of supplying power for irrigation 
pumping loads in central and eastern Nebraska as well as supplying firm power 
to existing customers in the area. 

“The Missouri River Basin project has seasonal firm power usable for special 
summer loads and its availability for use depends only on a means of supplying 
power to the needed areas,” the statement from the Department of the Interior 
declared. 

Tne urgent need for this source of power is shown graphically in a study of the 
tremendous load growth in Nebraska, particularly in the area served by the 
Nebreska public power system. While the use of electricity in Nebraska has 
been doubling every 10 years since the early twenties, the load growth in the area 
serviced by the Nebraska public power system has been at a greater rate because 
of the new loads in the rural areas. In the last few years this has been particularly 
true because of the increasing use of electricity to tap Nebraska’s underground 
water resources for irrigation and for processing of crops, such as drying grains 
and alfalfa. 

As an illustration of the tremendous growth in demand for power in Nebraska, 
it should be noted that by the end of 1951 the power demand had reached 220,000 
kilowatts, or more than double the demand just 4 years earlier. It now appears 
that the 1957 demand will! double that of 1951. 

Indicative of the increased demand for power for pump irrigation is the fact 
that during 1954 and 1955 the peak demands have occurred in the summer rather 
than in the winter, these summer peaks being 15 percent higher than the winter 
peaks. 

The Nebraska public power system expects this trend to continue. If it does, 
the summer peak in 1958 will be approximately 100,000 kilowatts higher than the 
winter peak for that year. 

Fortunately, the characteristics of the Missouri River Basin project are such 
that there will be large quantities of secondary or summer power available coinci- 
dent with the increased water rele?ses made necessary by navigation requirements 
on the Missouri River. The availability of this power during the summer months 
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coincides with the increased requirements of Nebraska for pump irrigation and 
air conditioning. However, to bring this needed power to Nebraska, it is impera- 
tive that the 230-kilovolt line be built. 

We therefore urge that the Congress appropriate funds for the construction of 
this line for, among others, the following reasons: 

1. It would provide for the most effective use of the power potential of Fort 
Randall Dam, making maximum utilization and hence bringing maximum returns 
to the Government from the sale of seasonal energy for which there is no other 
foreseeable market at the present time except at dump rates; 

2. It would provide a stimulant to the agricultural economy of Nebraska by 
permitting the increased use of abundant ground water resources which presently 
are not being fully utilized; and 

3. The construction of this line would be in accord with the traditional policies 
which have been followed by the Congress in providing funds for the marketing 
of federally produced power. 

For the above reasons, we urge your support of appropriations for this needed 
line. 

We submit herewith as exhibit A our resolution No. 9 adopted unanimously by 
our association on May 5, 1955, at our 12th annual convention at Jacksonville, 
Fla. 

Exuipit A 


ReEsouuTion No. 9. Fort RANDALL-GRAND IsLAND 230 KILOVOLT 
TRANSMISSION LINE 


Whereas the State of Nebraska, an all-public power State, is primarily engaged 
in agricultural pursuits and has an abundant natural resource in its extensive 
ground water supply; and 

Whereas the full and beneficial development of this natural resource is depend- 
ent upon the availability of ample quantities of low cost electric power for pump 
irrigation purposes; and 

Whereas the Missouri River Basin project on the main stem of the Missouri 
River will soon have available large quantities of secondary power during the 
summer months which power will not be available during other months of the year 
and for which power there is no foreseeable market except at dump rates unless 
such power is utilized for pump irrigation purposes during said summer months; 
and 

Whereas the utilization of said secondary or seasonal power for irrigation pur- 
poses will result in a twofold benefit: (1) It will conserve and put to beneficial 
use for agricultural production the abundant supply of ground water in Nebraska 
now largely unused; and (2) it will provide a ready market at reasonable rates for 
large blocks of power produced by the Government to help repay the cost of the 
Missouri Basin project; and 

Whereas the Nebraska public power system has petitioned the Department of 
the Interior and the Congress of the United States for budgetary appropriation 
of funds for construction of a 230-kilovolt transmission line by the Bureau of 
Reclamation from Fort Randall powerplant to Grand Island, Nebr., to achieve 
the aforesaid purposes; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved; That the American Public Power Association favors the construction 
of said transmission line by the Bureau of Reclamation and that the officers and 
management of the association are hereby instructed to support the efforts of the 
Nebraska public power agencies in the accomplishment of this objective. 





CusteR Pusiic POWER DISTRICT, 
Broken Bow, Nebr., March 16, 1956. 
Mr. Carson Cu tp, 
Secretary, House Subcommittee on Appropriations for Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN OF THE COMMITTEE: As an active farmer and stockman, and as 
a director and president of the Nebraska 83 Custer REA district since its organiza- 
tion in 1944, I have devoted a great deal of attention to the problem of wholesale 
power supply for our REA district. Our Custer REA district organized and 
serving farms, ranches and small rural towns in 10 counties in central Nebraska 
as far west as the 100th meridian, is in a sparsely settled area and has a relatively 
high investment per customer in transmission and distribution facilities. We have 
3,857 miles of line of which 203 miles are 34,000-volt transmission line between 
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substations serving load centers. We have 5,767 connected services including 
those in 14 small towns, several of which are inland county seats, not on a railroad. 

In the fall of 1953, at the direction of our banker, the REA Administrator, 
our board of directors revised the rates, for the sale of electricity, upwards to a 
moderate degree so as to insure the solvency of the operations and repayment of 
the loans from the United States Government. This made many of our customers 
very unhappy, for although electricity was about the only commodity that had 
not advanced in price, our people did not like any advance in operating overhead 
in the face of the farm price decline that was underway. Our board of directors 
resolved more than ever to attempt to keep down operating costs, including the 
cost of wholesale power. We directed more effort to securing additional power 
supply from the Fort Randall project and regretted more than ever that the 
wholesale Nebraska public power agencies did not sign the 1952 contract with the 
Bureau of Reclamation, which provided that when available, power would be 
delivered from Fort Randall to O’Nell, Nebr., and to Grand Island, Nebr., and 
from Gavins Point to Belden, Nebr., by the United States Bureau of Reclamation 
over transmission lines to be built to these major delivery points as a part of the 
overall Missouri Basin hydroelectric development approved by the Congress. 

We are now pleading for this appropriation as recommended by the President 
and the Bureau of the Budget, to build this long-planned 230-kilovolt line from 
Fort Randall to Grand Island. This line will insure a supply of firm and summer 
seasonal or reclamation power to the major load center for pump irrigation in the 
Missouri Valley, and insure to our Custer REA district that wholesale power costs 
will not go up, something we could ill afford in this time of farm depression. 

To give this committee some idea of the advance in use of electricity for pump 
irrigation since the recent invention of gated irrigation pipe and the sprinkler 
system has allowed irrigation to take to the hills, our Custer REA district sold 
almost as much electricity for pump irrigation in August 1955 as we sold for all 
purposes in August 1953—total load August 1953, 1,136,385 kilowatt-hours; 
August 1955 irrigation load, 1,042,866 kilowatt-hours. 

The benefit to the United States Government is that this summer power gener- 
ated by release of Missouri river flow to supply water for barge navigation in the 
Missouri River sells at 4 mills per kilowatt-hour for irrigation purposes as summer 
firm power and at about 2% mills if sold to large utilities as dump power. By 
comparison our present wholesale power costs average about 10 mills at our 
substations. Both the United States Government and Nebraska farmers will 
benefit. 

The bronze nameplates on the Fort Randall powerplant were manufactured 
with the words ‘‘Grand Island 230-kilovolt line,’’ where the connection is to be 
fastened. It is part of the long-time plan. Please grant this appropriation for 
the Fort Randall-South Dakota-Grand Island, Nebr. 230-kilovolt transmission 
line. 

Sincerely, 
Frank J. Haumont, President. 


Mr. Miuuer. I would like to recognize Walter R. Johnson of the 
Custer Public Power District and have him make a short statement 
and then file whatever he desires. 

Mr. Krrwan. All right, Mr. Johnson. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER R. JOHNSON 


Mr. Jounson. My name is Walter R. Johnson. I appear in behalf 
of the Custer Public Power District which has its general offices at 
Broken Bow, Nebr. and serves farms, ranches, and small towns in 
10 counties in central Nebraska. At this time I wish to submit to 
you a statement prepared by Mr. Frank J. Haumont, the president 
of the Custer Public Power District and request that it be printed 
in the record of this hearing. 

Last year, representatives of the people of Nebraska appeared 
before your committee and urged the construction of a 230-kilovolt 
transmission line to Grand Island. At that time the proposed project 
did not have the recommendation of the Department of Interior and 
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we recognize that the Congress is not inclined to make appropriations 
for projects that have not received the approval of the Department 
and the Bureau of the Budget. 

The report made by your committee would indicate that you 
gentlemen were disposed to favor the project when you had this to say: 


Transmission division: The committee has specifically deleted $940,000 pro- 
gramed for the proposed 115-kilovolt transmission line from Fort Randall Dam to 
Neligh, Nebr. The testimony received indicates that there is a question as to the 
need for an additional line at a future date to meet all of the power requirements 
of the Nebraska public service system. In view of this fact the committee believes 
that consideration should be given to the construction of a heavier line at this 
time instead of entering into the more expensive proposition of one 115-kilovolt 
line now and another later (Report No. 747, page 11). 


The Senate Committee on Appropriations in its report dated July 1, 
1955, in considering the matter, had this to say: 


The budget included $940,000 for the initiation of construction of a 115-kilovolt 
transmission facility from Fort Randall to Neligh, Nebr. The committee has 
included funds for this facility. However, representatives of the State of Nebraska 
have requested the committee to provide a 230-kilovolt facility to Grand Island, 
Nebr., in lieu of the facility proposed in the budget. It is the contention of these 
representatives that there is a demand for a large amount of seasonal energy that 
is available above firm commitments, for irrigation pumping in Nebraska. There- 
fore, the committee recommends an additional $60,000 to allow the Bureau of 
Reclamation to study the feasibility of the proposed 230-kilovolt facility to Grand 
Island and if the Bureau finds that it is feasible to initiate construction of the 
230-kilovolt facility, in lieu of the 115-kilovolt facility, at this time, the Secretary 
should submit the study to the committee and await its instructions (Rept. No. 
700, pp. 10 and 11). 


Since the adjournment of the 84th Congress, Ist session, the Bureau 
of Reclamation has made a further study of the proposed 230-kilovolt 
transmission line from Fort Randall to Grand Island and presents to 
this Congress a program for the construction of such a line. Under 
such circumstances and for reasons given by witnesses to this com- 
mittee, we urge your favorable consideration. 


STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE BROCK 


Mr. Brocx. My name is Lawrence Brock. I would like to file 
this statement. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 

(The above-referred-to statement is as follows:) 


My name is Lawrence Brock. I am a farmer from Wakefield, Nebr., president 
of the Northeast Nebraska Rural Public Power District, and Democratic State 
chairman. If you will permit me to be a little facetious, this latter-named 
position is my biggest job at the present time trying to figure out ways and means 
of retiring our congressional delegation, and replacing them with Democrats. 

I am making this statement in support of a request made by the people of 
Nebraska to the Bureau of Reclamation asking that the Bureau construct and 
operate a 230-kilovolt transmission line from the Fort Randall powerplant to 
Grand Island. We were extremely happy in the State of Nebraska when the 
news reached us that the Bureau of Reclamation had found this line feasible. 

We, in the State of Nebraska, have one of the largest supplies of available 
ground water known to man. Geologists tell us that we have 1,000 million 
acre-feet of water underground, and this is therefore our No. 1 resource. This 
natural resource, coupled with our fertile soil, is the backbone of the agricultural 
economy of this State. Since this water supply must be pumped, a cheap and 
abundant supply of power is mandatory in order to make use of this resource. 
The heart of the area where this water supply is available is Grand Island, Nebr. 

During the summer months when larger amounts of water must be released 
from dams and additional or seasonal firm power is available, economy dictates 
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that we find the best market available for this extra power. Irrigation pumping 
is an ideal answer. I will admit that possibly South Dakota has some use for 
some of this seasonal power for irrigation purposes, but not to the extent that we 
have in Nebraska, where we have at the present time some 11,000 pumps in 
operation. 

The State of Nebraska now has severa! good-sized thermal plants and is plan- 
ning others. The Central Nebraska Public Power and Irrigation District plans 
to complete by 1958 a 100,000-kilowatt plant at Lexington, the Consumers 
Public Power District plans a 75,000-kilowatt nuclear plant which will probably 
be in operation by 1961, and a group of northeast Nebraska rurals are making 
plans to build a 50- to 60-kilowatt plant on the Elkhorn River. From this, you 
can see that we are not entirely dependent on Missouri River power. My reason 
for mentioning this is that it is possible that these plants might be used to firm 
up the power commitments of the USER in South Dakota and Minnesota, In 
this way, this line from Fort Randall to Grand Island would be of benefit to our 
neizthbors on the north as well. 

I want to point out, Mr. Chairman, that the State of Nebraska is the only 
State which lies entirely within the Missouri River Basin. To date insofar as 
transmission lines and the availability of power from the big-stem dams is con- 
eerned, there has been a total of $1 million expended for transmission lines in 
Nebraska. Your attention is called to the fact that the transmission line running 
from South Dakota to Granite Falls will have an ultimate cost of $17 million. 
The transmission line from Fort Randall to Sioux City, lowa, where it will serve 
our good neighbors to the east of us will cost approximately $13 million. 


McGerrt Benp Dam 


WITNESS 


A. Z. NELSON, FOREST ECONOMIST, NATIONAL LUMBER MANU- 
FACTURERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Netson. I am here representing the National Lumber Manu- 
facturers Association of Washington, D. C. 

This association speaks for the major part of the lumber industry of 
the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a statement which we would appreciate very 
much having introduced into the record conce rning the McGee Bend 
Dam. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


The NLMA has in recent years become very concerned over the problem of 
accuisition of privately owned timberlands by the Federal Government for reser- 
voir purposes. Throuvhout the United States and particularly in the South, the 
dam-uilding avencies of the Government have been acquiring valuable timber- 
land at an increasing rate from private owners which in numerous instances has 
had serious consequences to the forest industries which are dependent on these 
lands for their continued existence. At the present time in the Southern States 
there are at least 50 reservoir projects authorized by the Congress. Some of these 
projects if constructed will inundate large areas of forest land with serious results 
to the forest economy. It is our contention, which has been voiced to the respon- 
sible Federal agencies and to others, that not enough attention is given this 
problem and that cost-benefit ratios generally do not fully reflect either the direct 
or indirect losses to local forest economies resulting from the construction of such 
projects. 

An example of the seriousness of this problem is the McGee Bend Dam and 
Reservoir project on the Angelina River in east Tevas. Relative to this project 
an appropriation recuest for fiscal year 1957 of $4,022,000 is presently before this 
subcommittee for consideration. The pro‘ect was initiated by an appropriation 
of $1,478,000 for fiscal year 1956. This sum is being utilized essentially for surveys 
and plans. Actual construction of the nroject has not commenced. 

The proposed improvement is located on the Angelina River 25.2 miles upstream 
from its confluence with the Neches River and about 10 miles northwest of Jasper, 
Tex. The plan is said to provide for the construction of a rolled earth-fill embank- 
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ment over 2 miles in length, 3 earthen saddle dikes totaling 7,470 feet, and a 
concrete spillway 400 feet long. The top of the dam will be about 128 feet above 
the riverbed. The reservoir will have a storage capacity of 4,040,800 acre-feet, 
including 1,148,900 acre-feet of flood-control storage, 1,383,500 acre-feet of power 
storage, and 1,508,400 acre-feet of dead storage. The capacity of the initial 
installation of hydroelectric generating facilities will be 45,000 kilowatts. The 
estimated cost of the project is said to be approximately $50 million, including 
$3 million to be contributed by local interests. The project was authorized by 
the River and Harbor Act approved March 2, 1945. 

If the McGee Bend Dam is constructed, it will flood 129,000 acres and will 
require easements on some 40,000 acres more. Within the area to be flooded is 
approximately 94,000 acres of privately owned timberland and over 28,000 acres 
of timber land in national forests—all highly productive and valuable. 

The privately owned timberland which will be permanently flooded is owned 
largely by five major companies: Angelina County Lumber Co., Southland Paper 
Mills, Southern Pine Lumber Co., International Paper Co., and Kirby Lumber 
Corp. These firms produce pulp and paper, lumber, ties, poles, piling, veneer, 
and a variety of other products highly important to the economy of the South. 
Employment is provided for several thousand persons and annual payrolls aggre- 
gating millions of dollars strengthen the area’s economy. 

These companies cannot afford to lose these 94,000 acres of valuable privately 
owned timber in the reservoir area nor can they afford to lose the timber growth 
produced annually on the 28,000 acres of national forest land within the reservoir 
area upon which they depend for part of their raw material. This timberland 
in east Texas is a very valuable resource and there is not nearly enough of this 
resource in the area to go around under existing circumstances. Asa consequence, 
the loss of some 122,000 acres will have serious repercussions on the future welfare 
of these firms, their employees, their customers, and dependent communities. It 
will not put any of them out of business. but it will reduce seriously the economic 
and social benefits now being produced and the industrial base so essential to 
east Texas and the Southland. 

The question naturally arises, Is the MeGee Bend Dam so essential as to justify 
these consequential damages? A study of the facts indicates that the proposed 
project in its present form is unjustified. It is our contention that the following 
facts warrant a thorough investigation and the deferment of any further appro- 
priation for the project until such investigation has been completed: 

‘ (1) The dam is estimated to produce annual net benefits of less than 
$1 million but when the annual loss of timber values (a minimum of $4 million) 
expressed in dollar benefits to the economy of east Texas ure considered, the 
project is said to show a net loss of more than $3 million annually 

(2) The economy of the area, particularly the timber economy, has ex- 
panded so rapidly since 1945 that plans for the project which were initiated 
as far back as the 1930’s have become obsolete. Since then the private lands 
have been placed under good forest management and are producing at an in- 
creasing growth rate each year. The national forests have likewise developed 
rapidly in growth potential and value. The present worth of the forest in- 
dustries to the economic welfare of the area has not been fully recognized in 
the plans and in cost-benefit ratios. 

(3) A major benefit which reportedly will accrue from the construction of 
the dam is the water supply that will be made available to rice producers for 
irrigation purposes. Reportedly, the acreage of rice would be increased 270,- 
000 acres, which is more than twice the area now being cultivated with water 
from the natural flow of the river. The present large surplus of rice in the 
United States is one of the difficult problems in the agriculture program with 
which the administration and the Congress is now struggling. The Depart- 
ment of Agriculture has decreased the rice acreage for 1956 15 percent as 
compared with 1955. The Department reduced the 1955 acreage quotas by 
28 percent as compared with 1954. The administration and the Congress are 
proposing a soil bank to include an acreage reserve and a conservation re- 
serve for the purpose of diverting lands now producing rice and other com- 
modities to grass and tree cover so as to reduce the surplus of these com- 
modities. If McGee Bend Dam is constructed under present plans the Gov- 
ernment will thereby increase the potential for rice production and at the 
same time through other costly programs expend funds for the reduction of 
rice fields. 
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(4) Another reported major benefit of the McGee Bend Dam is the pro- 
duction of 45,000 kilowatts of hydropower. It is said that the estimated 
part of the total cost of the project to power is $21,773,300. However, 
qualified engineers have estimated that the same amount of power could be 
produced in a gas-steam electric powerplant at an estimated cost not exceeding 
$6,525,000. 

There is no desire on our part to oppose Federal water projects which do not 
impinge on the welfare of the lumber industry. In view of the above facts and 
others that might be related, however, it is evident that the project does impinge 
heavily upon the forest industries and that serious doubt can and should be 
raised as to the economic justification of the MeGee Bend Dam project as presently 
proposed. We believe that the benefits which would be derived from the project 
do not nearly offset the damages and the losses to our industry and to other 
groups and individuals in the area. Serious doubt has been raised as to whether 
or not the project is in the national interest. We therefore respectfully recommend 
that this committee postpone further appropriations for the McGee Bend project 
until a thorough study can be made of the factors and problems enumerated. 

To this end, we urge that the members of this committee visit the area and 
study the problem on the ground. We urge also that the committee call upon 
the Department of Agriculture to analyze carefully the question of existing 
surpluses of rice and logical remedies for such surpluses as related to the proposed 
project. The committee should also request the Corps of Engineers to reanalyze 
the proposed plan of improvement and the costs and benefits of the project. 
particularly as related to the forest industries in the area. And it is suggested 
that as a final criterion of public viewpoint and an indispensable aid to the com- 
mittee’s deliberations, a public hearing be held in the vicinity of the project at 
which hearing all interested parties might find opportunity to voice their opinions. 

From these suggestions, if followed, should come an alternative plan or a 
modified project conforming more closely to the wishes of the local people and 
expressing more fully the national interest. 

Mr. Netson. The lumber industry has been concerned for many 

ars with regard to the acquisition of forest land by the Federal 
lameness for dam and reservoir purposes. In the South particu- 
larly, there are some 50 projects authorized by Congress which would, 
to a greater or lesser extent, take timberlands from private owner- 
ship and place them under water premanently. 

As an exhibit of this general problem, I would like to leave with the 
committee a reprint of an article entitled, ““Must We Sacrifice Our 
Forests for Dams?” This artiele states rather clearly the nature of 
our problem. 

Mr. Chairman, I am here for the purpose of respectfully requesting 
the committee to defer or postpone any further appropriation for 
the McGee Bend Reservoir project on the Angelina River, in east 
Texas. The statement that I have filed with the committee explains 
the position of our industry on this matter. The Angelina River 
and the McGee Bend Dam on that river is exactly the type of prob- 
lem that is facing the industry in all sections of the country 

Mr. Chairman, the dam that I am speaking of, and it was indicated 
so well in the testimony yesterday, will flood a total of 129,000 acres 
ofland. It will, in addition, require flowage easements on some 40,000 
acres. Of this total acreage we find most of it is forest land and of 
that forest land we find 94,000 acres is owned, for the most part, by 
5 major lumber and paper and pulp companies. 

I have with me 2 recently issued brochures, one issued by the many 
Lumber Co. and the other one by the Angelina County Lumber C\ 
and Southland Paper Mills, which indicates their operations ine 
their dependence upon forest land in that area. 

I would like to leave these to be filed with the committee, sir. 
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We, for very serious reasons, feel that this dam, if constructed, will 
badly jeopardize the forest economy of this area. I personally have 
inspected the area in question spending a number of days in December 
last year going over this situation. I came away with a complete 
understanding of the problem and with a distinct feeling that it is a 
serious matter and one that has to be considered carefully from the 
standpoint of what is being proposed. 

We feel that the dam itself will lessen the benefits currently being 
received by the economy in the area by some $4 million per year. In 
addition, the economy of the area, particularly the timber economy, 
has expanded so rapidly over the past 15 to 20 years that plans for 
dam which were initiated as for back as the 1930’s have become obso- 
lete. We feel that the present worth of this timber resource and the 
economies of the situation have not been considered by the Corps of 
Engineers. 

It is stated that the major benefit from the McGee Bend Dam 
would be to rice production. Mr. Chairman, we have a nominal 
situation in that proposal inasmuch as we have a surplus of rice in 
this country. 

Mr. Kirwan. Did you appear or anybody appear in front of the 
legislative committee, the authorizing committee, objecting to it 
when it was in the making? 

Mr. Netson. That, sir, was a good many years ago. 

Mr. Kirwan. I don’t care. Did anyone appear? 

Mr. Netson. Not from our association. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is the point that [want to make. That was the 
day they should have opposed the dam, before it became a law. 

Mr. Netson. I agree with you, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Not now. It is authorized and is before us now for 
the appropriation. 

Mr. Netson. I certainly agree with you. We should have ap- 
peared in 1945 and if we had realized the seriousness of the problem we 
would have. Henceforth, we will watch for this. 

Mr. Kirwan. When a project gets up before Congress, is authorized, 
and a budget estimate is submitted it is a pretty difficult thing to stop. 

Mr. Newtson. We are not asking, sir, that the project be stopped 
permanently. We are asking that another careful look be taken of 
the project. 

Mr. Kirwan. I understand that, but it is the same thing as stopping 
it. The request was made to go forward with the construction work. 
So to take another look at it at this time has the effect of stopping the 
project. 

Mr. Netson. That is true. 

Mr. Kirwan. Well, if you have any more material please file it. 
I have allowed you 5 extra minutes, and there is another Congressman 
waiting to come in and there is a rolleall. 

Mr. Netson. All right. May I leave some photographs? 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 

Mr. Netson. And may I also refer the committee to the concluding 
statements and recommendations in our statement for the record. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. Thanks for coming. 
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SANTA CLARA LEVEE PROJECT 


WITNESS 


HON. CHARLES M. TEAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Kirwan. All right, Congressman Teague, vou may proceed. 

Mr. Tracue. I am Congressman Charles M. Teague, representing 
the 13th District in California. This relates to planning funds for 
Santa Clara River project in Ventura County, Calif. 

I would like to ask permission, if I may, Mr. Chairman, to submit 
a written statement, a brief 2-page written statement later. 

(The statment referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT WitH REGARD TO FLooD-ContTROL PROJECT UNDER THE Corps OF 
ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, IN THE VENTURA County FLoop-ConTROL 
DISTRICT 


The subject project is known as the Santa Clara River levee project and was 
recommended in Report of Survey on Santa Clara River, Calif., for Flood Control, 
submitted December 20, 1945, by the district engineer. 

Ventura County is a coastal county, lying adjacent to and northerly of Los 
Angeles County. The terrain is both mountainous and alluvial, combining 
flood-control problems peculiar to both types of terrain. The valley plain areas 
are highly developed; including urban and industrial development; agricultural 
development, with citrus and walnut ranches, as well as field crops; and a large 
oil-producing development. 

Santa Clara River levee project, as recommended, consists of a levee on the 
left bank of the lower section of the river. 

The Santa Clara River runs westerly and southwesterly through the county to 
the Pacific Ocean. On the south side lies the Oxnard Plain, which, as indicated 
by the map attached hereto, is completely within the overflow area of the river 
should it leave its banks in the lower reaches. This plain is highly developed 
insofar as the urban and suburban communities are concerned, together with the 
attendant commercial and industrial plants, as well as agricultural enterprises. 
It also contains three military installations; namely, the United States naval 
advanced base depot at Port Hueneme, the United States Naval Air Missile Test 
Center at Point Mugu, and the Oxnard Air Force Base, near Oxnard. Both of 
the naval installations are permanent installations, and negotiations are in progress 
with a view to making the Air Force base a permanent installation. 

United States Highways 101 and 101 alternate traverse this plain and join 
south of the Santa Clara River, continuing as one highway across the river and 
north to San Francisco. State Route 118 must also cross the Santa Clara River 
within the overflow area. The main line of the Southern Pacific Railroad also 
traverses the Oxnard Plain and crosses the Santa Clara River in the same vicinity 
as United States Highway 101. 

A few miles above the Pacific Ocean, the river, which is a typical California 
stream subject to high intensity of rainfall and runoff, emerges from an area 
fairly well confined by mountains and hills into the Oxnard Plain area, where the 
river has poorly defined banks of sand and gravel. The river is progressively 
eroding to the southwest in the direction of the prevailing downgrade, although 
local works of a temporary nature attempt to maintain a channel generally 
westerly of the poorly defined existing banks. The latest floods have caused 
considerable damage to highway and property; and it is not improbable that a 
major flood might break through the banks in the neighborhood of State Route 
118 where it crosses the Saticoy Bridge, and form a new channel across the highly 
developed Oxnard Plain. 

Such a breakthrough would sever United States Highways 101, 101 alternate, 
and State Route 118, as well as the main coastline of the Southern Pacifie Rail- 
road. These highways serve all traffic between Los Angeles and the north coastal 
area, and the Southern Pacific line is the only direct rail connection between 
Los Angeles and the area, The loss or damage to the highways and railroad, or to 
bridges and approaches would be disastrous. The operation of the military 
installations would be seriously handicapped, and a very serious disruption of 
traffic would be caused, from an area as well as local viewpoint. In addition, with 
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plans being made for evacuation of Los Angeles and other cities in connection with 
civil-defense plans, such disruption of transportation arteries is unthinkable. 

The construction of 5 miles of levee on the left bank of the river, as indicated 
on the drawing attached hereto, would prevent further possibility of the Santa 
Clara River eroding a new or enlarged channel south of the present one, with 
consequent damage to urban, industrial and agricultural lands, and military 
establishments as outlined above, and would also assure an uninterrupted flow of 
highway and rail traffic from the Los Angeles area to the north for all everyday 
requirements, as well as for the successful operation of the military installations 
and civil-defense plans. This proposed levee is the most important flood-control 
project in the county. 

The extent to which this problem has grown acute can well be indicated by com- 
parison of some of the figures presented in the Corps of Engineers’ report in 
December 1945, as compared with similar figures at the present time. In the 
report it was contemplated that the average population in the Oxnard Plain for 
the 50-year period, 1946 to 1995, would be approximately 30 percent greater than 
in 1945, whereas the actual population increase to the present time is 70 percent; 
and it is contemplated that the increase will continue at a rate not less than 6 to 7 
percent per year. This growth in population has caused an inerease in the 
average values of residential, business, and industrial improvements in about the 
same percentage as the population increase. It is estimated that the present 
population of the area subject to overflow is 41,500. 

A few comparisons of the estimated average values of property in the overflow 
area during the 50-year period, 1945-95, without flood control, as set forth in the 
Corps of Engineers’ report, with current estimates of the same values are tabulated 
below: 


Corps of Engi- 
neers’ estimate 1955 estimated 
average Values, value 

| period 1946-95 


Property 


Residential, business and industrial ; : F $13, 449, 000 $17, 590, 000 
Agricultural lands, including crops, irrigation system, machinery and 

equipment, and livestock......_--~-- es VALS ‘ 23, 129, 000 104, 385, 000 
Transportation __----- ‘ . 4, 083, 000 5, 025, 000 
Military establishments. .-.........-.-.-- : oe 40, 000, OOO 208, 000, 000 


Since southern California has been in a severe drought evele for the past 11 
vears, it appears that a wet cycle should be commencing within the next 2 to 3 
years. This approaching wet evecle makes it imperative that flood-contr6l meas- 
ures be undertaken and completed in the near future to avoid possibility of severe 
damage from major floods during the wet evcle, and therefore this report is sub- 
mitted for your consideration. 

Project data 
Santa Clara River Levee: 
Corps of Engineers estimate of Federal costs: 
1945_- S1, 690, OOO 
1955 83, 650, OOO 
Benetit-to-cost ratio: 
1945 . 1.6 
1955 : 1.2 


‘ 


Planning funds requested at this time: $100,000. 


Mr. Krrwan. Yes. 

Mr. Tracuer. I will just briefly summarize the situation now. We 
have a typical California river which is dry a good portion of the year 
and sometimes it is in flood. The distinguishing features here are 
these: I appeared before this committee last year and I think possibly 
my predecessor appeared before on three projects in Ventura County. 

Now my people out there have gotten a little realistic now and they 
realize that two of those projects have a benefit-to-cost ratio of less 
than 1 to 1, so I am not pressing those. The only one I am talking 
about is the Santa Clara levee project that has a cost-to-benefit ratio 
of somewhere in the neighborhood of 1% to 1. 








344 


Now the points I would like to bring to your attention are briefly 
that we are involved here with a situation where we have close to a 
$200 million Federal investment in Port Hueneme Naval Station, 
Point Mugu Naval Station and Oxnard Air Force Base. We are 
involved with a terrific Federal investment subject to serious damage 
in the event of flood. 

Also, I would like to point out, if I may, that the area which would 
be flooded is traversed by the only highway from San Francisco to 
Los Angeles and by the only direct rail line, the Southern Pacific line, 
so we have a serious threat of disruption of communications as well 
as damage to these military bases out there, as well as some $100 
million in farmlands and industrial and residential properties in the 
area. 

That briefly is the story, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like also, if I may, in the event I receive in the next few 
days any other substantiating evidence of statistical nature, I would 
like permission to submit that. 

Mr. Kirwan. Right. 


Paciric Nortuwest Civit Functions PRrogects 


WITNESSES 


KEN BILLINGTON, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF THE WASHINGTON 
PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICTS’ ASSOCIATION 

GLENN WALKELEY, PRESIDENT OF THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
OF FRANKLIN COUNTY PUD AT PASCO, WASH. 

ALEX RADIN, AMERICAN PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Maanuson. Mr. Chairman, I would like the privilege of 
presenting these witnesses from my home State. Mr. Ken Billing- 
ton, executive secretary of the Washington Public Utility Districts’ 
Association and Mr. Glenn Walkley is chairman of the Franklin 
County Public Utility District. 

Mr. Kirwan. Do you wish to proceed, Mr. Billington? 

Mr. Brnurneron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, Congressman Magnuson, for the introduction. 


STATEMENT OF KEN BILLINGTON 


If it please the committee, I would like the record to indicate the 
presence of Mr. Walkley. He is here for information purposes of the 
committee. His public utility district, the Franklin County, is 
adjacent to Ice Harbor Dam, which is one of the items before the 
committee and as such he would have information about that. 

Mr. Krrwan. All right, proceed. 

Mr. Biturneron. With deference to the committee’s time, sir, 
with your permission I would merely file the statement and then 
briefly comment on it. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


My name is Ken Billington. I serve as executive secretary of the Washington 
Publie Utility Districts’ Association. This association is comprised ot 22 member 
publie utility districts, 20 of which operate electric and water utility systems. 
They are responsible for such service in over half of the land area and over one- 
fourth of the population of the State of Washington. We have in excess of 225,000 
electric and 12,000 water customers. 
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May we take this opportunity to express our appreciation to your committee 
for past and present operation of the Federal projects, because you are in effect 
the board of directors for the Columbia River power system. The wisdom of 
your investments of the past is shown by the healthy repayment of Federal 
investment ahead of schedule. We feel equally confident that the dams now unde1 
construction and to be started will be gilt-edged investments under efficient 
operation, 

Our public utility districts are good customers of the Federal dams for which 
you have been investing Federal funds. 

For the year ending June 30, 1955, the people of the Pacific Northwest paid 
into the United States Trcasury a little over $1 million a week, or $52,066,482, 
for that year for electric power from Federal dams. The committee may be 
interested to note that this includes $16 million for interest. 

Of this $52 million total, publie utility districts pay approximately $10,200,000. 
Thus from the standpoint of repaying Federal investment in Northwest dams, 
our PUD’s are now paying about 20 percent of the annual bill. Furthermore 
we expect to be purchasing about twice this much power soon after 1960 by which 
time we will be paying into the United States Treasury about $20 million a year. 

May we assure you that all power from new Federal dams in the Pacific North- 
west is as good as sold as fast as the generators are installed. This assures that 
proper investment of public funds in public works projects for the public good will 
be a sound investment. 

This past arrangement has provided a sound working partnership between the 
Federal agencies and their public-works projects, and the utilities having responsi- 
bility of service to the consumer. The Vederal agencies have acted as the senior 
partner in generating, transmitting, and wholesaling the power which we buy at 
wholesale and distribute at retail. The ultimate consumer thus obtains this 
power via our systems on a nonprofit basis. 

With respect to the budget which your committee is considering we have four 
recommendations: 


I. ENDORSEMENT OF PRESIDENT’S BUDGET 


Firstly, we endorse the proposed budget recommendations of the President for 
Chief Joseph Dam, McNary Dam, the Dalles Dam, Hills Creek Dam, Cougar 
Dam, and Ice Harbor Dam. 


II. INCREASE ICE HARBOR 


Secondly, the $5 million recommendation for construction of the Ice Harbor 
Dam should be increased to at least $8 million for next year as a safeguard to keep 
this project on schedule. We understand that the budget item of $5 million will 
result in a loss of construction during a number of months next year. 

Ice Harbor Dam will produce ultimately 540,000 kilowatts of valuable hydro 
power. It is a good project as a unit of providing needed inland-waterway navi- 
gation and should be kept on schedule. 


Ill, LOWER MONUMENTAL DAM 


Thirdly, we recommend that the committee take cognizance of an opportunity 
for economies by combining certain highway and rail relocation work for the Ice 
Harbor Dam Reservoir together with similar work for the Lower Monumental 
Dam which has been authorized for construction just upstream from Ice Harbor 
Dam. 

We understand several million dollars of economies could be effected by initiat- 
ing the highway and rail relocation work at the Lower Monumental Dam in 
conjunction with such work for Ice Harbor Dam. We do not hesitate to recom- 
mend and urge that the committee take this opportunity for a significant economy 
as an occasion to institute construction of the Lower Monumental Dam. 


IV. JOHN DAY DAM PLANNING 


Fourthly, we must urge most strongly the speedup of planning at the John 
Day Dam. The current year’s $500,000 appropriation has gotten the work well 
started. We are advised that the Army needs $1,450,000 to finish plans for John 
Day Dam. We urge that the President’s budget of $500,000 be increased to such 
amount and thus advance by 1 vear the schedule for constructing this great 
navigation and hydroelectric project. 
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COMMENT ON NAVIGATION 


May we point out that the navigation benefits of the 4 lower Snake River 
dams cannot be realized until all 4 dams are completed. Then we will have a 
459-mile inland waterway from Lewiston, Idaho, to the Pacific Ocean. Institut- 
ing the relocation work at Lower Monumental will thus not only save money and 
expedite power getting on the line but will also expedite achieving the navigation 
goal. 

COMMENT ON FISHERIES 


We favor the use of the Columbia River on a multiple-purpose basis for power, 
navigation, flood control, irrigation, and also recreation, wildlife, and fisheries. 
We favor construction of fish ladders. We favor additional research in fisheries. 
The past record of fish passage and present research and development of fisheries 
gives us faith that such problems can be effectively answered whereby in a co- 
operative spirit we can have both fish and power. 


COMMENT ON PUD GENERATION 


We do not appear before you today endorsing these appropriations and seeking 
sound increases in a “hat-in-hand’”’ manner. We have previously stressed the 
actual record of repayment with interest of Federal funds invested in power facili- 
ties, and that we are substantially ahead on the repayment schedule. We would 
now inform the committee that as local utilities with a responsibility of service to 
our consumers, we are not standing idly by expecting the Federal Government to 
do the whole job of power supply for us. 

The Pend Oreille County Public Utility District has just completed a dam at 
the Box Canyon site on an upper Columbia River tributary of 60,000 kilowatts 
capacity. This may sound small when we talk in terms of millions of kilowatts 
as being our power needs, but it is just one example of how our districts have and 
will continue to provide a power supply for their customers. 

Conversely, we can speak in terms of a million kilowatts. Many of you are 
aware of the efforts of the Grant County Public Utility District at the Priest 
Rapids dam sites. Work is rapidly moving ahead on projects in that area which 
will furnish over a million kilowatts. The projects are licensed and bids were 
opened on construction just 2 weeks ago. 

Upriver from Grant County you will find the Chelan County Public Utility 
District and the Douglas County Public Utility District working on plans for 
two more large dams on the Columbia River which will provide in excess of 
another million kilowatts. These are the Rocky Reach and Wells Dams. 

Numerous other districts are planning and working toward other local projects, 
including continuing study as to the need and use of fuel-fired plants as well as 
keeping abreast of atomic-power development. Other utilities, public and 
private, are doing the same. 

However, even with all of this on the part of the local utilities, we stress the 
urgent need of continuing full speed with a substantial Federal publie works 
program, including power development in our area. By use of most conservative 
load-growth estimation and without any special industrial growth, we are under 
the continuing cloud of a potential critical water year power shortage. There is 
room and need for both types of development—Federal and local. 

At a time when this Nation is involved in an economy race with another govern- 
ment concept completely contrary to our beliefs, there is certainly reason for a 
substantial public-works program which will increase the electric energy resource 
of our Nation, especially where a great national resource such as the Columbia 

tiver is available for multipurpose uses besides power. 


SUMMARY 


Summarizing, we support the President’s request for appropriations to Chief 
Joseph, MeNary, The Dalles, Hills Creek, and Cougar Dams. We request and 
urge increase of appropriations this year on the Ice Harbor Dam from $5 million 
to $8 million to prevent any loss of construction time at that project. We ask 
Congress to determine and take advantage of economies of several millions of 
dollars which can be gained by joint planning and construction to relocate road 
and utility facilities at lee Harbor and Lower Monumental Dam sites. We urge 
increase of the planning funds for John Day Dam to $1,450,000 to permit comple- 
tion of such planning during 1957, looking toward possible start of construction 
in 1958. We stress the need and place for continuing the public works program 
in the Columbia River Basin for the good of the region and the Nation. 

Thank you very much for your courtesy and time. 
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CERTIFICATION 


This testimony was prepared by a committee of the board of directors of the 
Washington Public Utility Districts’ Association, and was adopted at the board 
of directors’ meeting, March 17, 1956, at which 17 PUD’s were represented. 


ee 


STATEMENT RELATING 10 BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRAT.ON, DEPARTMENT, 
OF THE INTERIOR 


We are glad to find that your committee is to also consider budget requests 
for the Ronneville Power Administration and would avail ourselves of this 
opportunity to support such program. 

During February we had an opportunity to examine in considerable detail the 
Bonneville budget of this coming fiscal year with the Administrator, Dr. Pearl, 
and his staff. We endorse the full amount requested of $18,700,000 for construc- 
tion and $7,400,000 for needed operation and maintenance. 

One essential role of the Government in the Pacific Northwest is to provide 
and maintain the integrity of the power grid by which power production 
Federal and non-Federal—can be operated on a pool basis. It has been ably 
demonstrated that such grid is the foundation of power supply in our region, 
without which we could not obtain maximum and comprehensive development of 
the great natural water resource in the Columbia River Basin. 

We would specifically call the committee’s attention to the need for adequate 
operation and maintenance funds. We believe the requests are in line with 
efficient standards of operating utilities. In fact since such costs will be reimbursed 
to the Treasury with interest and thus reflected in power costs to us as purchasers 
of Federal power, we would not endorse expenditures which reflected inefficiency 
or waste. The increase this year in operation and maintenance merely ref'ects 
the needs of an expanding system and the dollars requested over last year will go 
primarily to actual system operation and maintenance. 

As regards the construction budget, it was noted in our discussion with the 
Administrator that approximately 5 million kilowatts of Federal power will be on 
the line by the beginning of fiscal year 1957. During the next 4 vears an additional 
2 million kilowatts will come from Federal plants now under construction. Trans- 
mission facilities will be needed to get this power to the utility customers of the 
Bonneville Power Administration. 

One thing of importance regarding the Bonneville grid, is that there may be 
lifferences of opinion as to methods and means to be used for Northwest river 
development projects, but all parties seem to azree on the essentiality of main- 
taining a strong Federal transmission grid. Speaking specifically for the smaller 
utility, there is need to permit continued usaze of our Federal Government as 
the instrument of all the people to provide and permit fair share and opportunity 
to the Federal power supply. 

We would therefore support the budget amount as requested for the Bonneville 
Power Administration. 


Mr. Biturneton. In the statement submitted we express our appre- 
ciation to Congress in their role as, in effect, the board of directors for 
the Columbia River power system. 

We cite the fact that $52 million, an amount in excess of $1 million 
per week, was returned to the Federal Treasury last year by the people 
of the Northwest in the purchase of Federal power from Federal public 
works projects. 

Included in this amount is $16 million of interest. Of the total, 
20 percent came from the public utility districts. This arrangement 
provides a workable means whereby sound investments can be made in 
public works projects for the public good, with reimbursements to the 
Government on reimbursable items. 

We made four recommendations in this statement. First is the 
endorsement of the President’s budget amounts for Chief Joseph Dam, 
McNary Dam, The Dalles Dam, Hills Creek Dam, Cougar Dam and 
Ice Harbor Dam. 
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Secondly, in this statement, is a request that the appropriations for 
Ice Harbor be increased from $5 million to at least $8 million to safe- 
guard the keeping of this worthwhile project on schedule. 

It is our understanding that the $5 million amount as now requested 
will —_ in the loss of several months of construction during the 
next yea 

Thirdly. we ask Congress to avail itself of an opportunity for econo- 
mies by combining certain planning and construction work of the Ice 
Harbor and Lower Monumental Dam which is just upstream. 

Fourth, we recommend increases in the amount of planning funds 
for the John Day Dam, which will permit completion of planning dur- 
ing 1957 and provide a 1-year speedup toward construction of that 
vital project. 

We support the navigation need, recognizing the multiple-purpose 
function of the river. 

We definitely support, in our statement, construction of fish ladders 
and continuation of research in the fisheries, feeling that any such 
problems can be met in a cooperative spirit, whereby we can have both 
fish and power. We feel this is of great importance and has been 
substantiated by the past record of fish passage and present increase 
in research and development of fisheries. 

We emphasize that we have not approached Congress in a hat-in- 
hand manner, but as local utilities with consumer responsibilities we 
are very ac tively engaged in building a program of our own. These 
include some dams on the main stem. But in citing our activities we 
stress that even with this there must be a substantial Federal public- 
works program including development of power in order to stave off a 
power shortage as the result of a critical water year and with the re- 
sulting damage to our region and the Nation’s economy. 

We also emphasize a strong belief in our area that the economy 
race between this Nation and the Soviet Union will be in great part 
answered by our ability to furnish adequate energy resources and 
therefore Federal, as well as local interests, should cooperate and 
participate in the job of power production. 

Attached to the statement on the public works of the Corps of En- 
gineers is a statement on the Bonneville Power Administration budget, 
which I understand is to come before your committee also. On that 
budget, the Bonneville budget, we support the amount requested of 
$18,700,000 for construction and, $7,400,000 for operation and main- 
tenance. We have examined the budget very closely with Dr. Pearl, 
the Bonneville Administrator, and we are satisfied as to the need for 
such amounts. Since any funds appropriated must be repaid with 
interest and thus such costs are reflected in our power rates charged 
by the Government, we would not support funds for inefficient opera- 
tion or waste. We emphasize that the Federal grid is the only way 
to provide maximum and comprehensive waterpower resource de- 
velopment. Regardless of the differences as to methods and means 
of building power projects, all interests in the Northwest seem agreed 
on the essentiality of maintaining a strong Federal transmission grid 
and in our statement we specifically cite the need of the smaller 
utilities which can only be provided a fair share and opportunity to 
the Federal power supply by use of the Federal Government as the 
instrument of the people for such purposes. 

Thank you very much. 
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Mr. Krrwan. Does that complete your statement? 
Mr. Biuurneton. Yes. 
Mr. Krrwan. All right, Mr. Radin. 


STATEMENT OF ALEX RADIN 


Mr. Rapin. My name is Alex Radin. I am general manager of 
the American Public Power Association. It is a national trade 
organization. I would merely like to take this opportunity to indi- 
cate our endorsement of the statement presented here by Mr. Billing- 
ton today. I would like to call your attention particularly to the 
needs for increased funds for the John Day projects for Ice Harbor 
and would like to have an opportunity to file a written statement in 
the record at this point. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 

(The statement referred to follows: ) 


My name is Alex Radin. I am general manager of the American Public Power 
Association, a national trade organization which represents more than 800 local 
publicly owned electric utility systems in 40 States, Puerto Rico, and Alaska. 

We would like to take this occasion to go on record before your committee in 
support of the statements presented by Kenneth Billington, executive secretary 
of the Washington Public Utility Districts Association, and Gus Norwood, execu- 
tive secretary of the Northwest Public Power Association. The organizations 
represented by Mr. Billington and Mr. Norwood are affiliates of the American 
Public Power Association, and we feel that their statements not only reflect the 
needs of the local public agencies in the Pacific Northwest, but that the program 
they recommend also would advance the national interest in resource development. 

The urgent national interest in the prompt development of hydroelectric pov er 
resources is underscored bv the fact that the Office of Defense Mobilization has 
set a 1958 goal of 150 million kilowatts for the electric industry. As an induce- 
ment to utilities to meet this goal, ODM is issuing accelerated tax amortization 
certificates to privately owned electric companies. 

In view of this national-d°fense goal, we believe that the Congress has ample 
caus® to expedite the construction of multiple-purpose projects which will add 
urgently needed kilowatts to our Nation’s productive capacity. This should be 
esp°cially true in the case of projects—such as those in the Pacific Northwest 
which are not only self-liquidating and return interest to the United States 
Treasury, but also are being repaid in advance of schedule. 

We therefore wholeheartedly support the President’s budget requests for funds 
for projects in the Pacific Northwest, and also ask that additional funds, as indi- 
cated in the statements by Mr. Rillington and Mr, Norwood, be provided for those 
projects for which additional funds are required to expedite construction. We 
refer particularly to the request for an increase in the planning funds for the John 
Day project from $500,000, as requested in the budget, to $1,450,000, and an 
increas® in construction funds for the Ice Harbor project from the budget request 
of $5 million, to a total of at least $8 million. 

It is our understanding that the increase in planning funds for the John Day 
project, which would have a capacity of 1,105,000 kilowatts, would save 1 year’s 
time in the building of this project, while the increase in funds for the lee Harbor 
project would permit this installation to go on the line on schedule. It is perhaps 
unnecessary to note that the expeditious construction of these projects not only 
would provide power that is sorely needed in the area, but would also return more 
promptly to the Treasury revenues that are used to repay the cost of these projects. 

In addition to the funds requested for the Army Corps of Engineers projects, 
we also support the budget requests of the Bonneville Power Administration for 
$18,700,000 for construction and $7,400,000 for operation and maintenance. The 
importance of the Bonneville grid system in maintaining the northwest power 
pool, and the economies to both public and private utilities which have resulted 
from the operation of this pool, have been demonstrated so conclusively in the 
past that further comment on this vital aspect of the power supply situation of the 
Pacifie Northwest is unnecessary at the present time. 

It is our understanding that the funds requested for both operation and main- 
tenance and construction have been reviewed by officials of the local public 
power agencies of the Pacific Northwest, and that these budget items meet with 
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the approval of the local agencies. Since the Bonneville customers, through 
their power bills, must in the final analysis bear the costs of these items, it is 
obvious that they would not approve of these budget requests if they were 
unnecessary. 

The additional funds being requested this year for operation and maintenance 
are needed because of the expanded system which must be serviced, while the 
larger amount being requested for construction is needed to provide facilities 
that will deliver power from new generating units being added to the Federal 
power system in the Pacific Northwest. 

Through appropriations of the Congress, the Federal Government, as part of 
its multiple-purpose resource development program, has built in the Pacific 
Northwest magnificent power facilities which are an asset not only to that section 
of the country but to the entire Nation. As of June 30, 1955, repayment of the 
power capital investments in the Northwest reached 17.11 percent of the total 
and was approximately $68 million ahead of schedule. We urge you, through 
the 1957 fiscal year budget, to keep this program on schedule and to provide 
the funds that are required for the necessary operation and maintenance of this 
invaluable asset. 


Mr. Bruurneton. I have a letter from A. Lars Nelson, master, 
Washington State Grange, an organization of 50,000 members, which 
is an endorsement of our statement, and which I wish could be filed 
for the record. 

Mr. Krrwan. All right. 

(The above-referred to letter is as follows:) 


WASHINGTON STATE GRANGE, 
Seattle 1, Wash., March 19, 1956, 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Pvblic Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Centlemen: I am writing to indicate the full support by the Washington State 
Crange of the position of the Washington Public Utility Districts’ Association 
as Mr. Ken Billington, their executive secretary, will set forth in his oral and 
written testimony before your committee. 

Specifically, we endorse the following main points: 

1. We endorse President ! isenhower’s budget requests for Federal dams 
now under construction—Chief Joseph, The Dalles, McNary, Cougar, and 
Ice Harbor. 

2. We recuest an increase in Iee Harbor Dam construction funds from 
5 to 8 million dollars to expedite the construction schedule, bringing faster 
completion of this project. 

3. We urge that a careful check be made of possible economies afforded 
by coordinating relocation work developed simultaneously for lower Monu- 
mental and Ice Harbor Dam sites. 

4. We recommend increased planning funds to step up the timetable for 
completion of planning, and beginning of construction from 1958 and 1959, 
respectivelv, to 1957 and 1958. 

We would further want to call to your attention that resource development is ¢ 
paving business-type investment for the Federal Government. 

There has ne--er been a finer or more effective partnership than this Federal 
development program, which recognizes that our Columbia River system is a 
national resource requiring maximum development in the public interest. 

Again, it is a pleasure to join with the Washington Publie Utility Districts’ 
Association and other groups interested in full regional water resource develop- 
ment. 

Sincerely yours, 

A. Lars NELSON, 
Master, Washington State Grange. 


Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your statement? 

Mr. Briurneton. Yes. 

Mr. Kirwan. I will say you have done a good job in presenting 
your statement, and you are very ably represented by your Congress- 
man at Large, Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Bruuincton. We recognize that also. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, gentlemen. 





301 


Watnut anp McKinney Bayou Projects 
WITNESSES 


HON. OREN HARRIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF ARKANSAS 
J. L. LOWE, TEXARKANA, ARK. 


Mr. Kirwan. The committee will come to order. Our first witness 
this afternoon will be Congressman Harris, of Arkansas. 

Mr. Harris. Again, let me say that 1 want to thank you for this 
opportunity of appearing before this committee. At this time, I 
have a fine group of gentlemen who comprise a delegation from 
Louisiana, Arkansas, and Texas. Mr. Patman and Mr. Brooks are 
neighbors and members of the Red River Valley Association, and 
they will come to you again with the problems of the Red River Basin. 

I want to say at the outset that I am in thorough accord with the 
program of the Red River Valley Association whic +h will be presented 
to you a little later. I have had occasion to look over their recom- 
mendations as far as the budget is concerned for this next fiscal 
year. I think it is perfectly justified. I think their requests are 
feasible, and I think it is a reasonable approach to the problem down 
there. 

Texarkana Dam is in Mr. Patman’s district, just across the line 
from my district. 

There is a budget request here for funds to complete that and I 
am thoroughly in accord with that request along with the other re- 
quests that you have. I have a constituent of mine who is interested 
in the program. He is here representing the people in southwest 
Arkansas. I would like to present him because he wants to present 
to you very briefly the problem that we have particularly which is 
a part of the overall program, and that is requesting funds for Me- 
Kinney Bayou which is a tributary of this program here of the Red 
River and Walnut Valley. 

McKinney Bayou is in Arkansas and Texas. We feel that we 
should have $25,000 for that planning project which is justified, This 
is a project which I worked on for several years. We believe it is 
highly justified and we would like to see the project for these areas, 
and | am very glad to present to you one of my constituents, a friend 
of mine, Mr. Lowe, of Texarkana. 


STATEMENT OF J. L. LOWE 


Mr. Lowe. Thank you, Congressman Harris. 

Congressman Harris has very adequately covered the 2 projects 
in which we are interested, 1 of which is in Miller County, Ark., and 
Bowie County, Tex. One is the Walnut Bayou, which is a tributary 
of the Red River. 

We are requesting $25,000 for the initial planning funds to be used 
for engineering planning on Walnut Bayou and $25,000 for the initial 
planning funds to be used on McKinney Bayou and its tributary, 
Barkman Creek. Of course, these projects were approved end tiie 
appropriation of sums to carry them out was authorized in the first 
session of the 84th Congress. 

I would like to point out briefly that these two areas, in the case of 
McKinney Bayou, the watershed consists of 450 square miles, and in 
the case of Walnut Bayou, the watershed consists of 141 square miles, 
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These two tributaries are the only provisions for drainage of many 
acres of rich, fertile Red River Valley croplands. In W alnut Bayou, 
some 25,000 acres are flooded from 1 to 3 times each year and thereby 
rendered unfit for cultivation. 

In addition, there are approximately 30,000 acres of land which are 
presently in cultivation which would be benefited by the improvement 
and the drainage would be of great advantage. 

In the McKinney Bayou watershed, there are some 25,000 acres 
which flood from 1 to 3 times a year and, in addition, there are some 
40 acres of land which are presently in cultivation which will be addi- 
tionally benefited by the drainage. 

In both of these watersheds, we have Federal, State, and county 
roads which have in the past during the peak loads been flooded as a 
result of poor drainage. 

I would like, at this time, to have the opportunity to file the state- 
ment of interested persons in the Walnut Bayou watershed, those 
being John T. Board, W. J. Pullen, Hawkins Maulding, Otto ¢ ‘owling, 
Ed Murphy, and Cecil Wood. 

I should also like to file an additional statement from interested 
persons in the McKinney Bayou watershed, signed by E. A. Morris, 
Dan C. Sparks, E. R. Autrey, Arch W. Smith, Fred Cabaniss, J. i. 
Lowe, R. V. Hall, and A. D. Johnson. 


(The statements referred to follow: ) 
TEXARKANA, ARK.-TEX., 
March 19, 1956. 
House APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: We, the undersigned owners of land situated in the watershed or 
McKinney Bayou and its tributary, Barkman Creek, in Miller County, Ark., and 
Bowie County, Tex., respectfully request that the Congress appropriate to the 
Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army, the sum of $25,000 to be used for 
engineering planning of proposed improvement upon that tributary of Red 
River. 

In support of our request, it will be noted that, pursuant to congressional 
authorization, The Secretary of the Army upon July 22, 1954, addressed his letter 
to the Speaker of the House transmitting certain reports, surveys, letters, and 
illustrations all of which were embodied in and printed as House Document No. 488 
of the 83d Congress, 2d session. Included therein is the reeommendation of the 
Corps of Engineers for channel improvement and levee construction with appur- 
tenant drainage works along McKinney Bayou and its tributary, Barkman Creek, 
including a diversion channel therefrom to Red River. (See Report of the Chief 
of — Department of the Army, dated March 15, 1954; House Document 
No. 488, p. 3, par. 5, subpar. (b) (5).) 

During the first session of the 84th Congress, through the enactment of H. R. 
4362, the Congress approved the improvements recommended in House Document 
No. 488 and authorized the appropriation of such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out such work. 

It is of public interest and welfare that engineering planning be begun immedi- 
ately upon the approved McKinney Bayou and Barkman Creek project and that 
a sum of not less than $25,000 be appropriated for that purpose at the earliest 
possible time. 

The watershed of McKinney Bayou and Barkman Creek consists of 450 square 
miles of which approximately 25,000 acres are flooded from one to three times 
each year. Attempts to cultivate this 25,000 acres in the past have resulted in 
consistent loss of crops, seed, fertilizer, and labor. 

The principal part of this watershed, including all of the 25,000 acres subject 
to flooding, is situated in the rich alluvial Red River Valley which is widely 
noted for its excellent agricultural potential. In addition, there are 40,000 acres 
of valley land in the watershed which are not flooded, but will receive benefit 
through the improvement of natural drainage. 

When the authorized improvement is completed, the 25,000 acres subject to 
flood can be placed in beneficial cultivation and the additional 40,000 acres of rich 
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cropland will benefit from greatly improved drainage. Completion of the project 
will end further loss of property as a result of flooding in the watershed and elimi- 
nate a hazard to public health resulting from the natural consequences of flooding 

As a result of the filling of McKinney Bayou and Barkman Creek with sediment 
and the construction of a bulkhead across the natural course of MeKinney Bayou 
in its lower reaches, as well as the growth of timber and underbrush within the 
natural channel of both streams, the natural drainage value of these streams has 
been lost and adequate drainage for these watersheds can only be had through 
the accomplishment of the proposed improvement. 

It may be pointed out in addition that past floods in this watershed have inun- 
dated highways and roads located in the watershed including United StatesHigh- 
ways Nos. 67 and 82 as well as State and county roads in the area. 

Respectfully submitted. 

E. A. Morris, Garland, Ark.; Dan C. Sparks, 1410 Wood, Texarkana 
E. R. Autrey, 2402 Pecan; Arch W. Smith, Route 4, Box 270, 
Texarkana, Ark.; Fred Cabaniss, Texarkana, Ark.; J. L. Lowe, 
Texarkana, Ark.; R. V. Hall, O. D. Johnson. 


ASHDOWN, ARK., 
March 19, 1956 
HovusE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
Congress of the United States, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: We, the undersigned owners of land situated in the watershed of 
Walnut Bayou, Little River County, Ark., respectfully request that the Congress 
appropriate to the Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army, the sum of $25,000 
to be used for engineering planning of proposed improvement upon that tributary 
of Red River. 

In support of our request, it will be noted that, pursuant to congressional au- 
thorization, the Secretary of the Army upon July 22, 1954, addressed his letter 
to the Speaker of the House transmitting certain reports, surveys, letters, and 
illustrations all of which were embodied in and printed as House Document 
No. 488 of the 83d Congress, 2d session. Included therein is the recommendation 
of the Corps of Engineers for channel improvement along Walnut Bayou, Ark.. 
and a diversion channel therefrom to Red River. (See Report of the Chief of 
Engineers, Department of the Army, dated March 15, 1954; House Document 
No. 488, p. 3, par. 5, subpar. (b) (3).) 

During the Ist session of the 84th Congress, through the enactment of H. R 
4362, the Congress approved the improvements recommended in House Document 
No. 488 and authorized the appropriation of such sums as may be-necessary to 
carry out such work. 

It is of public interest and welfare that engineering planning be begun immedi- 
ately upon the approved Walnut Bayou project and that a sum of not less than 
$25,000 be appropriated for that purpose at the earliest possible time. 

The Watershed of Walnut Bayou consists of 141 square miles of which approxi- 
mately 25,000 acres are flooded from 1 to 3 times each year. Attempts to cultivate 
this 25,000 acres in the past have resulted in consistent loss of crops, seed, fertilizer 
and labor. In addition to the watershed served by Walnut Bayou in Arkansas, 
there are some 25,000 acres of land in Oklahoma which drain into this tributary. 

The principal part of this watershed, including all of the 25,000 acres subject 
to flooding, is situated in the rich alluvial Red River Valley which is widely noted 
for its excellent agricultural potential. In addition, there are 30,000 acres of 
valley land in the watershed which are not flooded, but will receive benefit through 
the improvement of natural drainage. 

When the authorized improvement is completed, the 25,000 acres subject to 
flood can be placed in beneficial cultivation and the additional 30,000 acres of 
rich cropland will benefit from greatly improved drainage. Completion of the 
project will end further loss of property as a result of flooding in the watershed 
and eliminate a hazard to public health resulting from the natural consequences 
of flooding. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Joun T. Bacarp, 
W. J. PULLEN, 
HAWKINS MAULDING, 
Otto COwLING, 
Ep Murpnry, 
Crcirn Woop, 
Fore man, Ark. 
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Congressman Harris. Thank you very much. 

I do want you to know that even though there are no others here 
from Arkansas, nevertheless, the people of Arkansas are interested 
and they have sent Mr. Lowe here to represent them. I want to 
thank you again and say that I am glad to subscribe to what my 
colleagues here from Texas and Louisiana will say. 

Mr. Krrwan. Thank you, Congressman Harris and Mr. Lowe, for 
your appearance today. 


CoorerR Dam anp RESERVOIR AND FERRELLS BRIDGE RESERVOIR 


WITNESSES 


HON. WRIGHT PATMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 

L. R. MATHIAS, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, RED RIVER VALLEY 
ASSOCIATION 

QUENTIN MILLER, PRESIDENT, SULPHUR RIVER MUNICIPAL WATER 
DISTRICT 

BRENT TARTER, VICE PRESIDENT, SULPHUR RIVER MUNICIPAL 
WATER DISTRICT 

E. L. ASHCROFT, DIRECTOR, SULPHUR RIVER MUNICIPAL WATER 
DISTRICT 

MARVIN WATSON, PRESIDENT, NORTHEAST TEXAS MUNIPIPAL 
WATER DISTRICT 

CARL OWENS, DIRECTOR, NORTHEAST TEXAS MUNICIPAL WATER 
DISTRICT 

IVAN P. OLIVER, CITY MANAGER, MARSHALL, TEX. 

FRANK GREEN, CITY COMMISSIONER, MARSHALL, TEX. 


Mr. Kirwan. Our next witness is Congressman Patman, who has 
a group of people with him. You may proceed, Congressman. 

Mr. Parman. First, brieflly, Mr. Chairman, we are in accord with 
the budget on the Texarkana Dam $1,226,000, the Ferrells Bridge 
Reservoir for $4,300,000. We want bank stabilization on Red River 
increased half a million dollars. At least we are recommending it. 

There are other items in here that other people will tell you about, 
but in particular I want to mention Cooper Dam and Reservoir. 
We are particularly anxious to get $75,000 to commence the study 
and survey down there in addition to the $25,000 that Congressman 
Harris talked to you about. 

I will not take up your time, Mr. Chairman, since you were so kind 
to me yesterday, but I do want to present the witnesses who want to 
say a few words on behalf of these different projects. 

First of all, I should like to introduce Mr. L. R. Mathias, executive 
vice president of the Red River Valley Association at Shreveport, La. 


STATEMENT OF L. R. MATTHIAS 


Mr. Marruaras. Mr. Chairman, we have prepared a list for the com- 
mittee’s reference pertaining to our recommendations as we see them 
on the valley level as compared with the budget recommendations. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


Mr. Chairman, representatives of the Red River Basin, in the States of Okla- 
homa, Texas, Arkansas, and Louisiana, respectfully submit the following recom- 
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mendations for the committee’s consideration in appropriating funds for construc- 
tion, planning, survey, and definite project reports for the orderly and continued 
program for the Red River Basin. 





Red River 
| 1957 fiseal representatives 
: | year budget requests and 
> ag A 
Project | recommenda- | recommenda- 
tions | tions for fiseal 
year 1957 


Construction: | 
Texarkana Dam and Reservoir, Tex., authorized 1946 : | $1, 226, 000 , 226, 000 
Ferrells Bridge Dam and Reservoir, Te x., authorized 1946 __- -| 4, 300, 000 | 4, 300, 000 
Bank stabilization and levees below Denison Dam (Oklahoma, < 
Texas, Arkansas, Louisiana), authorized 1946 500, 000 , 000, 000 

Denison Dam and Lake Texoma, Tex. and Okla., maintenance and | 
capital recreation area improvements, authorized 1938 -- .-. cana 0 250, 000 


Subtotal__._____- pt hth. meth age Fe 22) 8 Peele 6, 026, 000 | 5. 776, 000 


Planning, survey, and definite project report funds: t 
Overton-Red River Waterway, La., authorized 1946- 300, 000 300, 000 
Mooringsport-Caddo Lake Reservoir, La, and Tex., authorized 1946, oe | 

in deferred status: Reexamination funds t» restore to active status_| 35, 000 35, 000 
Cooper Dam and Reservoir, Tex., authorized 1955 0 75, 000 
Review report for bank stabilize ation below Denison Dam (Oklahom: a, | 

Arkansas, Louisiana, Texas) Senate Public Works Committee, | 

October 10, 1951 0 | 5), 000 
W aimat Bayer, Arh., GUcOTeOe THis das Sicbiin cee censddcntedcsscce 0 25, 000 
Barkman Creek and Me Kinney Bayou, Tex., Ark. , authorized 1955_.| 0 25, 000 
Hugo Dam and Reservoir, Okla., authorized’ 1946, Review Study a 0 15, 000 


NE hii nitbandudawscubiinassntekinieaadbdstiehoanes wink 5, 000 525, 000 


Total recommendations for fiscal year 1957, construction and o 


planning NN, acacia iin ta ana ciate ice ah ta lacie 6, 361, 000 7, 301, 000 


Total increase of requests above 1957 budge t recommendations. |- 940, 000 


Respectfully submitted. 

L. R. Marruias, 
Executive Vice President, 
Red River Valley Association, Shreveport, La. 

Mr. Marruias. The overall total constitutes an increase of some 
$940,000 over and above the budget figures which primarily are for 
starting the final planning and design on several of the projects that 
were authorized during the last session of Congress. 

Particularly, we are anxious to see the bank stabilization funds 
increased. In our judgment and being on the ground and knowing 
the problem that we have down there, we feel that a minimum of a 
million dollars a year for that purpose is badly needed. Heretofore, 
we have been acting more or less like a fire department in that the 
very limited funds we had had to be judiciously used where extreme 
emergencies existed rather than being able to anticipate the conditions 
and do the work at less cost and with tremendous savings in lands 
and highways and bridges. 

The item of $3,000 in the definite project planning fund included 
by the budget for the Overton W aterway is perfectly acceptable to us 
inasmuch as we need that money to continue the planning to bring 
into being accurate costs and estimates of construction which is 
currently underway. 

As you will recall, last year we received $175,000, and certainly 
this $3,000 is badly needed to advance the planning on that project. 

The Chief of Engineers has submitted to you a request for $35,000 
which has been approved by the Bureau of the Budget which is to 
be used as a restudy of the Mooringsport-Caddo Lake project which 





306 


was authorized in 1946, but it was placed in a deferred status. We 
hope to review that status and determine its economic feasibility and 
determine all of the other factors of flood control for that particular 
basin. 

All in all, the other items that have been outlined including the 
last item in the planning funds, which is the Hugo Dam and Reservoir 
which is in Mr. Albert’s district in Oklahoma. This project, too, was 
authorized in 1946, but due to a local problem between the upstream 
and the downstream interests, nothing was done about it. The 
money requested here will provide funds for a renewed study, 
hoping that we can settle those differences within the area and en- 
hance the project by including water supply which is critical in that 
section. 

All in all, Mr. Chairman, then, we are asking for, in addition to the 
budget figure of $6,361,000, an increase of $940,000, bringing our 
total request to $7,100,000. We hope you will give serious considera- 
tion to these modest requests, and we hope that you will see fit to 
appropriate them. 

Mr. Parman. Our next witness is Mr. Quentin Miller, President 
of the Sulphur River Municipal Water District, Cooper, Tex. 


STATEMENT OF QUENTIN MILLER 


Mr. Miuter. I have a prepared statement I would like to file as a 
matter of record. 
(The statement referred to follows: ) 


Mr. Chairman, I would first like to state that I have lived in Delta County 
for the past 29 years, and have been in business in Cooper for 18 vears. 

I have come before you to ask for an appropriation of $75,000 for planning 
and survey work on the Cooper Dam and Reservoir flood-control project which 
was authorized by the 84th Congress, Ist session, as a part of H. R. 4362. 

I would like to call to the attention of this committee that this bill H. R. 4362 
passed the House and Senate Public Works Committees, both the House of Repre- 
sentatives and the Senate without a dissenting vote; President Eisenhower signed 
the bill too. 

The citizens of Cooper, Commerce, and Sulphur Springs have been looking 
forward to this date for many years. From the date of conception by the Corps 
of Engineers the citizens of the entire Sulphur Valley have been waiting for the 
day when the devastating floodwaters of Sulphur River would be controlled and 
these same waters could be made available to the people of this area for human 
consumption, municipal and industrial, use. 

In anticipation of the time when the people of Sulphur Valley might enter into 
a contract with the Federal Government to construct the Cooper Dam, the Sulphur 
River Municipal Water District was created by 54th legislature under the laws 
of the State of Texas. 

In compliance with this law, elections were held in the cities of Cooper, Com- 
merece, and Sulphur Springs and the total vote was nearly 100 to 1 for all votes 
cast in favor of creating the district. This alone shows how much the citizens 
of this Sulphur Valley area want this dam constructed. The district is now 
created and organized. They are ready to pay their part of the construction as 
provided in H. R. 4362 that is, for cost of the Cooper Dam and Reservoir alloted 
to water supply. Arrangements are pending appropriation of this $75,000 that 
will allow the Corps of Engineers to make the necessary plans and survey that 
will determine the amount of water supply available for municipal and industrial 
uses. Water is urgently needed by several towns around the reservoir and these 
cities are ready to enter into contract with the water district as nearly every 
city in the area has to have some form of water restriction during the year to 
have enough for human needs. Save the growing need for miscellaneous uses. 

When this project is completed the benefits from flooding alone will justify 
construction from an economic standpoint; 120,000 acres of rich fertile soil will 
be made safe for use. In our expanding population this kind of land will be 





307 


sorely needed for production of food and fiber by the time it can be developed for 
use. I have seen in my short lifetime thousands of acres of crops completely 
destroyed by floods on Sulphur River. Levee districts have been flooded, levees 
broken, cattle drowned, machinery ruined, and buildings and other property 
demolished. The people of this rich valley have spent about $2 million in con- 
structing levees and the Corps of Engineers alone has spent almost $600,000 in 
emergency repairs in this area since 1940. 

So in conclusion, I say to you, let us use the God-given elements wisely and 
save every inch of soil and every drop of water for the posterity of the American 
people and this great county of our United States. 

Respectfully submitted. 

QUENTIN MILLER 

Mr. Miuter. I would like to say just a few words on behalf of the 
Cooper Dam and Reservoir project. 

We are asking for $75,000 for initial planning money for this project 
as authorized by the bill in the 84th Congress, Ist session. As 
result of this authorization, the water district was created by the State 
legislature, and to comply with this law that was passed, a vote was 
taken in the towns affected by this water district, and the result was 
100 to 1 in favor of the project for the number of votes cast. 

The planning survey money will enable the Corps of Engineers to 
estimate the amount of water that will be allotted to water supply; 
that is, for municipal use and industrial uses. For us to comply with 
the law, we will have to furnish the amount of money to construct the 
dam, and we will have to pay the cost in relation to the water that we 
will be allotted. We want to be in a position to do that. 

The project was justified economically by the Corps of Engineers on 
the flood-control standpoint alone. Below the dam, 120,000 acres 


of land will be protected from the waters of the Sulphur River. I 
urge you to give this request your careful consideration. 

Mr. Parman. This project is in my district and also the district 
represented by the Speaker of the House, Mr. Rayburn. 

Mr. Brent Tarter, who is from Mr. Rayburn’s district, is vice 
president of the Sulphur River Municipal Water District, at Com- 
merce, Tex. 


STATEMENT OF BRENT TARTER 


Mr. Tartrer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit some evidence 
that would justify our requesting the appropriation of $75,000 to do 
the planning and survey work necessary to get this project started 
and underway. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


Mr. Chairman, House Resolution No. 4362 was enacted into law by the 84th 
Congress. Complying with an act of the 54th Texas Legislature creating the 
Sulphur River Municipal Water District, Commerce, Cooper, and Sulphur Springs 
held an election on October 10, 1955, to create the Sulphur River Municipal 
Water District. In this election the 3 municipalities voted nearly 100 to 1 in 
favor of ratifying the Texas law. 

We come before the Appropriations Committee to ask that $75,000 be added 
to the present budget so the planning and survey work on the Cooper Dam and 
water reservoir flood-control project can be started this year. 

The following statements are offered in supporting the request for $75,000: 

1. The Cooper flood-control project would save some 120,000 acres of rich land 
from flood damage each year and retard erosion on an additional 180,000 acres of 
the richest land in Texas. 

2. The three cities of Commerce, Cooper, and Sulphur Springs are in dire need 
of surface water to supply our domestic and industrial needs. 

3. The city of Commerce depends solely on well water. We have 5 wells on 
pumps and would not get any more water from 6 or more wells due to the limited 
flow of water in our underground basin. 
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(a) The water level in the Commerce area has fallen more than 150 feet 
in the last 39 years and according to the Texas State Water Board and Layne 
Texas Co., our water level will fall at a much more rapid rate in the next 
few vears. The engineers declare that Commerce will have less than a half 
supply of water by 1970. 

(b) Water rationing starts in Commerce in June and continues through 
October each year. We need water for houses, industries, lawns, gardens, 
and trees and shrubs. 


(c) Industries that use much water cannot be induced to come to Com- 


merce because we have no water supply to spare after domestic consumption 
demands are met. 


4. Commerce is the home of the East Texas State Teachers College with an 


average annual enrollment of 3,200 students. The 3,200 students add to our 
distressed water shortage. 

5. Because of our college, we have some 600 technically trained workers and 
some 800 common laborers whose services industry could use if we had sufficient 
surface water to maintain the industries. 

6. The Cooper Dam and water reservoir is located so it is in economic reach 
of 17 towns in this area, to supply water for domestic and industrial use. 

7. Testimonials given before the Public Works Committees of the House and 
the Senate when this project was authorized can be found in committee hearings 
No. 84-10 of the House, on May 17, 1955, pages 21-39 and Senate subcommittee 
hearing on July 13, 1955, pages 69-83. 

8. Your attention is also called to Document 88 of the 83d Congress relative 
to the recommendations made by the Chief of Engineers. 

The good people of the Cooper Dam and water reservoir area are of the same 
opinion as the Public Works Committee of the House of Representatives and the 
Senate—that our major problem in the United States is to conserve the earth 
and restore the productive fertility of our soil in the river and creek bottoms and 
conserve the runoff water for domestic, industrial, and commercial use. To 
Commerce, a town of nearly 6,000 people in the Fourth Congressional District of 
Texas, the Cooper Dam and the water it will impound means survival and 
continued progress. 

Respectfully submitted. 

BRENT TARTER. 


Mr. Tarter. I should first like to call your attention to flood 
control that would result from the Cooper Dam. There are about 
120,000 acres downstream which is just about as rich land as you will 
find anywhere. This will be saved from floods once or twice a year 
and serious floods about every 3 years. 

In addition to that, there will be about 180,000 acres where erosion 
would be stopped. 

Speaking for Commerce alone, that is the town down in the south- 
east part of the Fourth Congressional District of Texas. We have 
to depend on well water solely. 

The Layne Co., representing the State Board of Engineers of the 
State of Texas, made a survey in 1949, again in 1953 and again in 
1955. They have found that our water level has fallen 150 feet in 
the last 39 years, with our town growing in population from only 
about 4,100 up to 5,600. These same engineers declare that Com- 
merce will be only half supplied with water. We are planning on 
drilling some more wells in Commerce to get some more water. The 
sixth well was drilled but it did not give us any more water, and the 
engineers said that we would not get any more water than that which 
we would get from the five because they would take all of the flow of 
water from underground. 

Commerce is the home of the East Texas State Teachers College 
which has an average annual enrollment of about 3,200 people. Those 
3,200 people add to the distressed water conditions. Of course, the 
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enrollment is going to continue to grow as the enrollment of all of 
the United States colleges grows and as it grows our need will become 
greater and greater. 

Rationing starts in Commerce about June 15 and continues through 
October. That means that we have no water for our lawns, our trees 
and shrubs and gardens. It is impossible for us to induce any industry 
to come to that area because of the lack of water. 

Being the home of the East Texas State Teachers College, we could 
supply industry with about 600 technically trained workers and some 
800 common laborers who are students and teachers on the campus of 
our college. 

There are 17 cities within economic reach of this Cooper Dam that 
could utilize its services of water from this surfaced water, making it 
possible, of course, for those cities to ask and receive industry that 
would bless our country. 

To Commerce, the construction of the Cooper Dam means continued 
existence and survival. 

Mr. Parman. Our next witness is Mr. E. L. Asheroft, director of 
the Sulphur River Municipal Water District, Sulphur Springs, Tex. 


STATEMENT OF E. L. ASHCROFT 


Mr. Asucrort. In the interest of time, I am not going to read my 
prepared statement. 
(The'statement referred to follows:) 


Mr. Chairman, being of the third generation born in Hopkins County, Tex., 
and having been engaged in various enterprises in the county for more than 
20 years, I feel somewhat qualified to express the views and needs of our citizenry. 

Appropriation of sufficient funds for planning and survey work on Cooper 
Dam and Reservoir is earnestly requested for the following reasons: That there 
be no delay in relieving the ravages of recurring floods of the South Sulphur River; 
that thousands of acres of what now is wasteland may be brought into useful 
cultivation and pasturage; that adequate roads may be built by State and local 
funds; that an adequate water supply for the nearby towns may be assured; 
and that water for industrial purposes may be provided. 

Every 3 years, on the average, overflows from the South Sulphur River have 
caused untold damage to crops and livestock. During my lifetime of 45 years 
there have been formed, in Hopkins County alone, 4 levee districts which spent 
more than a half million dollars in constructing levees that have proven unable to 
control the floodwaters; three of these districts were forced into bankruptcy, and 
many good farmers have lost their lands. Construction of Cooper Dam will 
reclaim to usefulness over 100,000 acres of fertile, and in some part, virgin soil. 
Much of this would be adaptable, particularly with the advantage of irrigation, 
for the production of alfalfa and other roughages, resulting in an enhancement 
of the dairying industry which is the backbone of the economy of Hopkins County. 

Along some 30 miles of the South Sulphur River, which separates Hopkins and 
Delta Counties, there is but 1 all-weather road crossing. When Cooper Dam is 
constructed, among other advantages, permanent crossings may be provided, 
making large areas available to milk-gathering routes, and allowing these areas 
to be converted into dairying, for which they are so well otherwise adapted by 
soil and climate. We seek to provide a healthy condition for the promotion and 
continuation of the small farm unit, believing it to be one of few economic bases 
for a healthy political atmosphere and proper attitude toward our historic Ameri- 
can heritage. We want to add to the hundreds of small dairy farms in our area, 
and Cooper Dam will help do it. 

The cities of Cooper, Commerce, and Sulphur Springs are badly in need of a 
source of municipal water such as Cooper Dam would afford. Thorough investi- 
gation has proven the lack of availability of subterranean water in the vicinity of 
Sulphur Springs. Even the springs of sulphur water, for which the town was 
named, have long since dried up. Projection of the present rate of growth of the 
city and its per capita water consumption indicates that in the not distant futur 
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our present source of impounded surface water will be able to supply only domestic 
consumption. Availability of water for industrial purposes is urgently needed. 
Within the past year, the writer has personal knowledge of two industries which 
considered Sulphur Springs for location of new plants, but could not do so because 
of lack of sufficient water supply. 

The Cooper Dam and Reservoir has been authorized by the Congress and the 
President. We beseech you to hasten the sorely needed benefits of its construction 
by the immediate appropriation of necessary planning funds. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Enos L. Asucrort. 

Mr. Asucrorr. We ask you to please authorize the expenditure of 
funds for the planning of this Cooper Dam. We ask you for funds so 
that we may have the needed benefits that have been proven to you 
before. We ask for those funds that we can have those benefits now 
instead of sometime in the future. 

The dairy industry is the basic industry in my county. In the last 
20 years, over 50 percent of the rural population has disappeared. 
Where have they gone? Ido not know. They have gone, I guess, to 
the cities. 

We believe the small farm unit is one of the few economic bases that 
provide a healthy political atmosphere toward our American heritage, 
and we are seeking to increase the number of those small dairy farms. 
We believe that by the construction of this dam there will be a couple 
of benefits that will accrue to us, and we believe you would be inter- 
ested in them. 

In between Hopkins and Delta, there is only one all-weather cross- 
ing. With the construction of this dam, we can have permanent 
structures that will provide access for milk routes and this area can 
be converted into dairies. 

The other immediate benefit in that connection is the fact that this 
river water, in this locality, is adaptable to the growing of alfalfa. If 
this dam is built, and when it is built, that can be converted into the 
land which could grow the roughage which is needed for our dairy 
industry, we believe it will be of great help to the dairy industry. 

Mr. Patrman. Our next witness is Mr. Marvin Watson, president of 
the Northeast Texas Municipal Water District at Daingerfield, Tex. 


STATEMENT OF MARVIN WATSON 


Mr. Warson. It is indeed a pleasure for us to be here asking and 
respectfully urging that you adopt the budget recommendation on 
our project of Ferrells Bridge. 

We have been here for many years asking for a raise, but we are now 
underway and we certainly would like to thank you for what you have 
done in the past, and we do ask that you go along with the budget 
recommendation for this next fiscal year. 

I would like to file these statements. 

(The statements referred to follow:) 


Nortueast Texas Municipat WATER DIstTRICT, 
Daingerfield, Tex., March 17, 1956. 


To the Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives: 

It is our pleasure to present to this committee a progress report of our activities 
during the past 12 months. The contract for the construction of the dam has 
been awarded by the Corps of Engineers. The contractor is doing a remarkable 
job in that he is making every effort possible to complete his work in considerably 





less time than his contract stipulates. There were five roads and highways to be 
relocated. At this time, three of these road relocations are under contract 
Bids for construction of the other 2 highway relocations will be opened within the 
next 90 days. 

The land department of the New Orleans district of the Corps of Engineers is 
progressing very satisfactorily. The above information will most certainly be 
verified by the various Corps of Engineers personnel that will appear before this 
honorable committee. 

The board of directors, in the interest of the cities contained within the bound- 
aries of the Northeast Texas Municipal Water District, is submitting hereafter 
a report of our activities since we last appeared before this committee. Due to 
financing difficulties arising after signing the original contract with the Federal 
Government, it was necessary in June and July of 1955 for you gentlemen and 
Congress in its entirety, to pass a special bill allowing us to pay our participating 
costs to the Federal Government after a reasonable date of completion can be 
given to us by the Chief of the Corps of Engineers. This action was necessary 
in that investment bankers will not accept bonds from the water district until the 
date of expected revenue can be determined. 

After the President of our United States had signed the special bill passed by 
Congress, we were able to place into our contract an amendment which will allow 
us to pay our approximate 19 percent of the total construction costs of Ferrells 
Bridge Dam and Reservoir. We will pay these costs after a reasonable completion 
date can be assured by the Corps of Engineers. 

The following professional services have been obtained through interviews, 
negotiations, and contracts: Legal counsel, McCall, Parkhurst & Crowe; invest- 
ment bankers, Burt, Hamilton & Co., Inc., and Southwestern; engineering, Wyatt 
C. Hedrick Architects & Engineers. Each of the professional services has offices 
in Dallas, Tex. Branch offices are also in strategic locations which are beneficial 
to the water district. 

The engineers must furnish to the water district no later than November of 
this year, a completed engineering report. At that time our investment bankers 
and legal counsel will proceed in having contracts signed with our known and 
prospective customers. 

The reasons for such a manifested interest in the water-supply feature of Ferrells 
Bridge Dam and Reservoir is that our entire area is fast depleting its underground 
water supply. We will not attempt to include information relating to this subject 
in that it is contained in every record showing our appearances before this com- 
mittee during the past 5 years. 

The board of directors respectfully thank you for the appropriations given this 
project during the past years and urge that the Bureau of the Budget’s and the 
President’s recommendations be adhered to in your considerations for the appro- 
priations during the next fiscal year. 

Respectfully yours, 
W. M. Watson, President. 

Attest: 

Cart Owens, Secretary. 


Mr. Parman. Mr. Carl Owens, director of the Northeast Texas 
Municipal Water District, Avinger, Tex. 


STATEMENT OF CARL OWENS 


Mr. Owens. We are very pleased with the progress being made on 
construction of the Ferrells Bridge and Reservoir, and we will greatly 
appreciate the committee’s continued consideration for construction 
funds. 

Mr. Parman. Now we have two witnesses from Marshall, Tex., in 
connection with the Caddo Lake project. 

Our next witness, Mr. Ivan P. Oliver is city manager of Marshall, 
Tex. 

STATEMENT OF IVAN P. OLIVER 
Mr. Outver. In the interest of time, I do not want to go into detail 


too deeply, but I would like to call to the attention of the committee 
the necessity for the reactivation of this most important dam project. 
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There is the necessity for a study to be made by the Corps of Engineers 
to determine its feasibility both from a flood-control standpoint and 
from an economic standpoint. 

It-was originally conceived and authorized in 1946, as you well know, 
as a flood-control project. That same need still remains, but, in 
addition to that, it has recently become and is continuing to be of even 
greater significance than previously. There is a need for municipal 
water supply for the city of Marshall and the city of Shreveport as 
well as the other cities in that surrounding territory. It is certainly 
one of the things that will have a great deal of control over the eco- 
nomic development of that area. 

Shreveport is an oil center and an agricultural center; it is fast 
developing into a manufacturing center. 
® Likewise, the smaller city of Marshall, in east Texas, might also be 
so categorized. The population there is well over 250,000, nearly 
300,000, and in that immediate vicinity, the population is becoming 
vitally affected by this, and, therefore, there is great need for a study 
of this type, particularly with reference to the activation of this 
Mooringsport Dam. 

With that idea in mind, we sincerely urge that you grant this 
$32,000 for the further study of this section of the country by the 
engineering departments. 

Mr. Parman. Our next witness is also from Marshall, Tex., Mr. 
Frank Green, city commissioner. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK GREEN 


Mr. Green. I would like to particularly urge your consideration of 

this budget recommendation for the fiscal year of 1957 in the amount 
of $35,000 for the reactivation of the study of the Mooringsport Dam 
project. We are asking for the sum of $35,000. 
p 1 would like to 3xplain that the Mooringsport Dam project impounds 
the water of the Cyprus River and forms what is known as Caddo 
Lake, which is one of the largest lakes in Texas. While the Moorings- 
port Dam would be located in Louisiana, nevertheless, it would back 
up the Cyrpus River into Texas. 

Your consideration of this would be appreciated. 

Mr. Parman. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and members 
of the committee. 
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WITNESSES 


HON. OVERTON BROOKS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 

FRED F. WEBB, JR., PRESIDENT, RED RIVER VALLEY ASSOCIATION, 
SHREVEPORT, LA. 

CALVIN T. WATTS, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, 
BATON ROUGE, LA. 

HU B. MYERS, CHIEF ENGINEER, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS. 
BATON ROUGE, LA. 

E. J. JANDACEK, ASSISTANT CHIEF ENGINEER, TEXAS GAS TRANS- 
MISSION CORP., OWENSBORO, KY. 

DANIEL C. CRESAP, DISTRICT ENGINEER, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC 
WORKS, ALEXANDRIA, LA. 

NED W. JENKINS, PRESIDENT, RED RIVER, BAYOU PIERRE ‘LEVEE 
DISTRICT, MANSFIELD, LA. 

C. A. FAIRBANKS, PRESIDENT, RED RIVER, ATCHAFALAYA AND 
BAYOU BOEUF LEVEE DISTRICT, ALEXANDRIA, LA. 

SEMP RUSS, MEMBER, NATCHITOCHES LEVEE DISTRICT, 
NATCHITOCHES, LA. 

V. C. SHANNON, CADDO LEVEE DISTRICT, SHREVEPORT, LA. 

EVERETT WINTER, PRESIDENT, MISSISSIPPI VALLEY ASSOCIA- 
TION, ST. LOUIS, MO. 


Mr. Brooks. I appreciate the opportunity of being here and 
presenting so many of my friends from our section of north Louisiana. 


I would like to say in opening that I find myself in particular 
accord with our friends from eastern Texas and from south Arkansas 
who are also before you today. We are all working for a common 
cause—the development of the Southwest. We are in unison on 
practically everything presented to you. 

I have a statement, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, that I would 
like to leave with the committee. Iam not going to cover it because 
these gentlemen have made a long trip just to talk to you, and | 
want them to have the time, so I would like to leave the statement 
with the chairman and members of the committee. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I appear before you today to 
bring to your attention some of the great needs of the Red River Basin in the 
State of Louisiana. I appear for the purpose of urging your favorable considera- 
tion ‘for certain appropriations for’ planning and for construction of certain 
projects. 

The first one of these which I wish to mention is a request for the restudy of 
plans for Caddo Lake Dam at a cost of $35,000. This dam is located in north- 
west Louisiana, some 20 miles north of the city of Shreveport, and impounds 
a huge lake, known as Caddo Lake, which extends from Louisiana into east 
Texas. This sum of money will be used for the purpose of studying the needs 
of this area. The amount is small but it is important that this study be pushed 
through at a reasonably early date, and we in Louisiana are very anxious to have 
this money made available during the course of this year. 

Of course, the Texarkana Dam is almost finished. A reasonably small amount 
of money, to wit, $1,226,000 should finish the work of the Texarkana Dam and 
Reservoir. It is located in east Texas but is needed in the orderly handling of 
the flow of floodwaters along Red River from Texarkana, Tex., to the mouth of 
Red River in central Louisiana. 
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Another very important project is termed the Ferrell’s Bridge Dam and Reser- 
voir project, and the sum of $5 million is badly needed for continuance of work 
on this project. This project together with the Texarkana Dam and Reservoir 
project, will go far toward stabilizing the flow of water in a now turbulent stream 
in Louisiana. 

Actually, we in northwest Louisiana need $1 million for the purpose of bank 
stabilization and channel improvement work. The sum of $500,000 is the mini- 
mum amount which should be appropriated for this purpose. 

I am happy to say that as the years have gone on the Corps of Army Engineers 
has learned more and more about the manner in which the Red River can be 
curbed and controlled. ‘These engineers have learned the art of building dikes, 
mattresses, and other bank stabilization works, and have learned that with proper 
care and attention the banks of Red River, which have meandered all over the 
countryside in the past, can be fully stabilized. 

Since this money must be spent from Dennison, Tex., on south and east to the 
mouth of the Red River in Louisiana, the sum of $500,000 is the minimum amount 
which should be appropriated for this purpose. 

I should not close this statement without mentioning perhaps the project we are 
interested in more than any other—the Overton Waterway. This waterway was 
authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1946, and a rather large amount of 
money has been appropriated for planning purposes. We should have $400,000 
for planning purposes for the Overton Waterway during the current year. With 
this amount of money available for planning during the current year, the work can 
go forward in an orderly manner, and at a later date actual construction operations 
may be undertaken. In a project such as this there is a vast amount of planning 
needed before actual construction. The plans to date call for a 9-foot channel to 
be built, 100 feet wide, and to operate from Shreveport, La., to the mouth of Red 
River, emptying into Old River. 

The Red River Valley is rapidly filling up with population. The city of 
Shreveport, which is the queen city of the Red River Valley, has increased from 
13,000 people in the 1930 census, to 159,000 people at the present time. As 
cities like ‘Texarkana, Alexandria, and Natchitoches in the valley have likewise 
been growing in population tremendously, the transportation needs of this area 
have been growing commensurately. 

The industrial activity in the area has been quickened a great deal within the 
past 10 years. The development of iron mines in the hinterlands immediately 
behind Shreveport has resulted in tremendous increase in the tonnage carried 
from this area in the Southwest. Oil and gas development continues apace and 
without interruption, and production like this is needed all over the United States, 
Lumber and its twin sister, the pulp industry, have developed more in the last 
10 years than in any similar period in the history of Louisiana. The cattle 
industry, cotton and sugarcane growing make this area one of great industrial 
and agricultural activity and tax our means of transportation to their utmost 
at the present time. 

Planning should certainly continue on this project. The sum of $400,000 
should be appropriated that the project may proceed in its planning without 
interruption. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of this committee, let me thank you very much 
for your kindness and courtesy in permitting me to appear before you today 
and to make this brief statement. We have many other witnesses to be heard 
from today. and this fact evidences the tremendous importance which we in the 
Red River Valley place upon the development of our area. 

Let me beseech you to give careful, sympathetic consideration to the needs of 
this great area in the Southwest. 


Mr. Brooks. There are two items that I want to mention. First, 
we go along with the budget estimate on the Ferrells Bridge con- 
struction. We go along with the budget estimate on the Texarkana 
Dam which pretty much represents the construction of that dam to 
completion. Personally, I would like to have the dam called the 
Patman Dam, in honor of my good friend, Congressman Patman, who 
just testified. It is in his district and he has worked earnestly and 
hard for the dam. 

Seriously, we are interested in the survey on the Mooringsport 
Dam that costs only $35,000. The dam was built many years ago 
prior to the passage of the act of 1946, and it was then accepted as a 
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flood-control dam. Since then, conditions have changed a great deal 
and I think a study of the purposes and the objectives and the size 
of the dam should be made. I go along with that. 

There is also the item of the bank stabilization which is tremen- 
dously important to us up and down the valley. We have the budget 
recommending $500,000 for that purpose. 1 think a minimum of a 
million dollars would be more appropriate. That covers the river 
from Denison, Tex., to the mouth of the river, and that is, I might 
point out, hundreds of miles on both sides, so $500,000 for that pur- 
pose would not be much money. 

If the committee can go along with a million dollars, we would 
appreciate it very much. 

There is another item of $300,000 for planning the Overton Water- 
way. That $300,000 added to what we already have will permit us 
to go ahead and not complete but almost complete the planning for 
this major project there in the valley. It is extremely important. It 
was approved by the River and Harbor Act of 1946. As the valley 
fills up with people, the demand for this project increases, and we are 
very anxious, therefore, to have the planning money, which is $300,000; 
for that purpose this year. 

I am not going to take any more time of the committee. I want to 
present some of my friends here from northwest Louisiana. 

The first man I want to present is the president of the Red River 
Valley Association. He lives in my hometown of Shreveport. He 
is also area director of the National Rivers and Harbors Congress. | 
think the first time I met him was out on a levee down below Shreve- 
port, La. He had been up all night directing the placing of wood 


to prevent that crevasse and, by the way, he did an excellent job. 
Mr. Webb, I wish you would say something here and give your 
ideas to the committee. 


STATEMENT OF FRED F. WEBB, JR. 


Mr. Wess. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First, I would like to make a statement with respect to the overall 
appropriations on a nationwide basis. 

Our association has joined with other associations throughout the 
country, and we believe that if we could get adequate funds to do this 
job on a year-by-vear basis rather than on an emergency basis of 
putting out fires when they arise that we would then work out and 
have a cheaper program in the long run for the Congress. Therefore, 
we recommend to you approximately a billion doilars for an overall 
nationwide program. 

These other projects have been covered well by other representa- 
tives here. There are two that I would like to bring to your atten- 
tion. One of them in particular is the one Mr. Brooks was just 
talking about a moment ago, the $300,000 project for the continued 
study and planning of the Overton Waterway. 

We do beseech you to continue that appropriation for us so that 
we can get along with our planning to where we can get this project 
in shape and so we can, in the very near future, start our construction 
and the digging program on it. 

The other is this review report for bank stabilization below Denison 
Dam on the Red River. In 1951, the Congress authorized the expendi- 
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ture of some $9.5 million for bank stabilization on that review report. 
We have spent through 1956 fiscal year some $5.5 million of that 
$9.5 million originally offered. 

This year, we are just about in the middle and if the half a million 
dollars that the budget has recommended is appropriated, that 
leaves us just about an authorization there of some $3 million or 
less, and we are asking this $50,000 here for planning for future 
development on that to continue our bank stabilization program 
from Denison south. 

Last year the Congress gave us $25,000 for that study. It is 
underway now and we feel that we need the $50,000 additional for 
study this year for the continued study. It will not be many years 
before we completely run out of the authorization that was given us 
in 1951 unless we do make some additional studies, and the needs are 
there which will be presented to you by other people here. 

It goes without saying that I am in accord with all of these projects 
that have been presented to you today. 

I will now turn this over to the other members of the delegation. 

Mr. Brooks. Next we have Mr. Calvin T. Watts, director of the 
department of public works, Baton Rouge, La. Mr. Watts is an able 
engineer, and he has been with the State a long time. 


STATEMENT OF CALVIN T. WATTS 


Mr. Warts. Mr. Chairman, about a third of the State of Louisiana 
has to be protected by levees for the purpose of flood control. This 
is one of the major functions of department of public works in Louisi- 
ana, working in connection with the levee boards. 

I might say that there are seven of these levee boards located along 
the Red River in Louisiana. The department furnishes engineering 
services for the levee boards, and it maintains a close liaison between 
the flood-control activities of the levee boards and those of the Corps 
of Engineers. 

We want to say that a number of these projects you have heard 
mentioned here today outside of the State of Louisiana, although they 
are vitally necessary to the flood-control planning along the Red 
River in Louisiana—and we have prepared these briefs in support of 
the program as presented to you by the Red River Valley Association 
and the appropriations they recommend. 

I will not go into the details of the projects as they affect Louisiana. 
I will leave that to the witnesses from Louisiana who will follow. 

Mr. Brooks. The next witness is Mr. Hu B. Myers, chief engineer 
of the department of public works, Baton Rouge, La. 


STATEMENT OF HU B. MYERS 


Mr. Myers. I suppose I should touch briefly on the highlights of 
our brief. 

The grade to which the levees are built on Red River is predicated on 
the completion of the authorized reservoir system. On the basis of 
the past rate of appropriations, it will require 30 years to complete 
the remaining reservoir, so it is important that this program be stepped 
up and as rapidly as possible. The 1953 flood reminded us of that 
when the stage just above Alexandria was just slightly higher than 
in 1945. 
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The only reservoir that has been constructed and can be put into 
operation is the Texarkana Reservoir which is not yet complete. 
The Bureau of the Budget has O. K.’d a figure of $1,226,000, which 
figure we would like to support. 

The Ferrells Bridge Reservoir that gives us one-sixth of our required 
flood-control storage is in the budget | for $4,300,000 to continue con- 
struction. We would also like to support that figure. 

The Bureau of the Budget has allowed $500,000 for bank stabiliza- 
tion. This figure is not enough for Louisiana alone, because there are 
enough urgent situations right there to require at least a million dollars. 
Our annual loss of land, land totally lost to cave-in banks, is 2,300 
acres each year. 

On a monetary basis, we figure that our annual loss for levee set- 
backs is $136,000, the loss to highways and railroads is $200,000, and 
the loss to crop and farm lands is $1,300,000. So, we would earnestly 
request that that figure be increased to $1 million. 

Mr. Webb has gone into the need for the $50,000 in additional funds 
for the bank stabilization study, and he has also gone into the funds 
for the Overton Canal, and the preceding witnesses have covered the 
projects from Arkansas and Texas which we heartily endorse. 

There is one point that I would like to make here in closing. The 
people in the Red River Valley have not been sitting on their hands 
all of these years waiting for somebody to come and bail them out. 
The levee boards were organized about 1890. Since that time, they 
have spent for flood control and bank stabilization $30 million. If 
you take this money in accordance with the engineering news record 
cost index and equate it to present prices, you get the startling figure 
of $108 million, which I think is a substantial contribution from the 
people of that area. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Myers, do you have some briefs to file? 

Mr. Myers. Yes, sir; I have been requested to file a brief on the 
Red River. 

(The brief referred to follows:) 

To the Chairman and Members of the Committee: 


We of the Louisiana Department of Highways feel that bank stabilization is one 
of the outstanding obligations of the United States Government to the people, 
not only in Louisiana but in the entire United States. Especially is this true in 
any State like Louisiana where we have great volumes of water traffic and many 
thousands of miles of waterways. 

The stabilization of Red River from its souree to where it runs into the Missis- 
sippi River at a point about midway across the State of Louisiana poses a terrific 
problem to the Louisiana Department of Highways, for as shown by exhibit Z 
attached hereto you will note that the department of highways has the obligation 
of construction and maintenance of several hundreds of millions of dollars of 
highways adjacent to and practically adjoining the Red River Valley. 

As perfect examples of some of our problems we would like to refer you to 
several instances that have taken place along Red River which have the direct 
and disastrous effect on the highway system of Louisiana. 

Several years prior to 1945 the Louisiana Department of Highways built, at a 
cost of approximately a half million dollars, a drawbridge across the Red Riwr 
at Moncla, La., in the very heart of the French country of Louisiana. In 1945 
we had a flood in that section and the bridge was cut completely away from our 
road, leaving the span high and dry and unconnected. Following this flood, ve 
set about to repair the damage and found that it would be necessary to construct 
a new bridge entirely. This we did—completing the project in 1951 at a total 
cost of $1,527,000. Within 11 months after the construction of this bridge a 
complete sand bar was formed down the center of the river where the draw span 
of the bridge is supposed to be located, which would make it possible to drive a 
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wagon or an automobile down the very channel of the Red River itself. Naturally 
this means that the river was seeking another channel and found another channel, 
making the draw span obsolete. We have had many other instances where the 
Red River has caused the banks to erode. The soil along Red River is alluvial— 
it is almost like sugar, and when water strikes it in places, it develops erosion at 
once. Pictures, if exhibited, will clearly illustrate what has happened. The 
scouraging of the banks are shown and the damages which the department of 
highways suffers are tremendous. 

About 3 years ago we obtained a permit and financial aid in order to bridge 
the Red River at Millers Bluff north of Shreveport, La., thereby affording an- 
other east-and-west highway to the traveling public. We started negotiations 
for the purchase of land in order to set up our bridge site in November 1950 on 
the eastern side of the river for 7.28 acres of land. We closed our negotiations 
within 2 months’ time, and at that time had to pay for more than 10 acres of 
land. The west back acquired, by accretions, 3.29 acres during the 2-month 
period. This is, therefore, what has brought about the necessity for ‘‘bank 
stabilization” and “revetment work”’ at Millers Bluff, for before we could even 
get our piers set we had to correct this situation, and we spent $427,923.35 on 
bank stabilization. 

We particularly comment on Red River in our State because the Red River 
Valley alone has a history as colorful as any section of our great Nation, for truly 
it can be said that since the entry of the white man around the year 1700, and 
even before that, the Indians left traditions of the Red River’s misconduct, and 
it has been for many years a troublesome worry to us in Louisiana. Although 
it is true that virgin fertile land abounded in the Red River Valley, the river 
and the great area which it covers has apparently been working adversely against 
man from the beginning. Years ago the Red River, of course, was the main 
logical artery of entry into a new territory, but from the very beginning, difficulties 
working against man were compounded by almost continued floods. Years ago 
a great mass of vegetation and driftwood tightly compacted for about 150 miles 
in the bed of the Red River, and during the periods of the floods, the water flowed 
over this raft spreading out into the valley. The richest soil in America began 
the process of building under the stagnant overflow, and this came a few miles 
south of Shreveport where Capt. Henry Miller Shreve, who helped to establish 
what is now the modern city of Shreveport, and for whom it is named, found that 
whereas the river was apparently a great stream, it nevertheless was a problem 
within its own banks, for even before he could lay the foundations for Shreveport 
he had to clear away the miles and miles of trees and debris in the throat of the 
river which was known as the Great Raft and sometimes referred to in history as 
Shreve’s Raft. 

It is interesting to note that following the purchase of the Louisiana territory 
in 1803, the United States Government, under President Jefferson, ordered a 
survey of the purchase to be made. Several years were required to make the 
survey, with the final result that a favorable recommendation was made to im- 
prove Red River as a water route into the territory. Administration after admin- 
istration agreed but did very little about it until 18 years later it became impera- 
tive to establish a garrison fort on the upper Red River in Texas. Supplies for 
this garrison were sent down the Mississippi, up the Red, around the raft, through 
the swamps and bayous, and then on. During low water, however, detours were 
impossible. Finally in 1828 Congress appropriated $25,000, at the request of 
the War Department. The engineers were asked to remove the raft and with 
these funds improve the river for navigation and relief from floods. 

The Secretary of War submitted the problem to Capt. Henry Shreve, and in 
1833, Captain Shreve accepted the contract and was ordered to proceed with 
equipment and labor to the raft. Armed with the sum of $21,663, which was the 
balance of what remained of the initial appropriation of $25,000 after the engineer- 
ing surveys, he proceeded down the Mississippi and into the Red. Shreve entered 
the foot of the raft in the vicinity of Natchitoches, La., which today is one of the 
thriving smaller cities on the old Red River. The history of Shreve’s accomplish- 
ments is a matter of record in history, but here is the first attempt on the part of 
the Federal Government to improve Red River and end the long fight to control 
and harness the Red River to the needs of man. Since the entry of Shreve into 
the Red River Basin, continuous progress has been made in developing this rich 
fertile soil of the valley, in developing the vast resources of the valley into what is 
today known as one of the most progressive and highly productive areas in the 
Southwest and the Nation. Today, where 150 years ago were swamps and over- 
flow acres, there now exist thriving cities, agricultural areas, and industries which 
share in the production and the bolstering of the great economy of the United 
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States. Here more than 3 million people reside and follow their various occupa- 
tions. Agriculture is the dominant activity, supplemented by industry such as 
petroleym-producing, refining and marketing, manufacturing, ceramics, com- 
presses, cotton oil mills, as well as many others, all in line with the general economic 
requirements of the growing basin. It is in this valley that the Louisiana Depart- 
ment of Highways has built millions of dollars of roads and highways. 

We also want to point out to you, as shown on exhibit Z, expenditures made by 
the department of highways at the various points along Red River during the past 
few years. These figures give you some idea of why we are seriously concerned 
with the protection of the levees along Red River and why we are such strong 
supporters and advocates of bank stabilization as a national obligation. It is 
true, perhaps, that we have gotten some help in the Federal funds and we have 
been favored with kind consideration by both political parties; however, even 
though we have had considerable help by some Members of Congress hard at 
work to help us in these matters, we still need the effort and influence of you 
gentlemen of this committee to immediately help us with this problem which to 
us is so serious and means so much to the protection of our highways. 

In conclusion we would like to urge the committee to recommend a minimum 
figure of $1 million for the all-important work of bank stabilization along Red 
fiver. We understand that the Corps of Engineers can undertake this much work 
during the ensuing year and we earnestly feel that considering the many millions 
of dollars of highways alone to be protected in this area, which as the committee 
knows is the maneuver area for the United States Army, more particularly identi- 
fied as “Operations Sagebrush,’’ we have every right to expect this protection 
from the National Government. 

We sincerely feel that not only does the State have a stake in adequate protec- 
tion against the many peculiarities of Red River but that the National Govern- 
ment itself cannot afford to overlook the importance of bank stabilization. 

We, therefore, respectfully submit the above with our earnest request that our 
budget figure for bank stabilization on Red River be raised to $1 million, a con- 
servative figure to take care of immediate needs in 1956. 

tespectfully submitted. 

LovuIsIANA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYs, 
KE. J. James, Chief Engineer. 


Mr. Brooks. Our next witness is Mr. E. J. Jandacek, assistant 
chief engineer, Texas Gas Transmission Corp., Owensboro, Ky. 


STATEMENT OF E, J. JANDACEK 


Mr. JANDACEK. First, I should like to file a statement for the 
record. 


(The statement referred to follows: ) 


Texas Gas TRANSMISSION Corp. 


Substantially 1 billion cubic feet of gas is transported daily to consumers from 
Mississippi to Ohio by Texas Gas Transmission Corp. Except for a small quan- 
tity purchased in the old Monroe and Sligo fields near Monroe and Shreveport, 
La., respectively, every bit of our supply crosses Red River, either through our 
own or our suppliers’ lines, Consequently, we are interested in the stabilization of 
ted River banks, not only at our crossings of the river below Shreveport and 
Alexandria, but those of our suppliers which cross between Alexandria and the 
Arkansas State line. In addition, several other pipeline companies’ lines cross 
ted River either by submarine or bridge crossing. In either type of crossing, 
stabilization of banks is important. 

In other words, all of our customers using a billion cubic feet of natural gas per 
day depend upon the stability of our lines and our suppliers’ lines at crossings of 
ted River. Failure of one of the lines due to caving banks would curtail service 
to many of our customers. Failure due to caving banks usually occurs during a 
high-water stage when it is difficult and practically impossible to make repairs. 
It is quite often 30 to 90 days before the high waters recede and repairs can be 


made. 
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We have had considerable difficulty with our crossing of Red River below 
Shreveport. Since 1950 we had to set the lines farther into the bank twice at a 
total cost of about $325,000. “We believe our troubles are over in this particular 
location since the bank-stabilization program for the 1955-56 construction in- 
eluded stabilization of the bend.- We appreciate the continued combined efforts 
of the United States Army engineers and Red River Valley Association in bringing 
Red River under control and especially for the work in the vicinity of our crossing 
below Shreveport. Stabilization of the bank in this location will assure uninter- 
ruption of service for consumers using about 200,000 thousand cubic feet dailv 
in the Mississippi and Ohio River Valleys. We were pleased that the stabiliza- 
tion of this particular bend was in the overall plan of bank stabilization and want 
to thank those responsible for completion of this work. 

The need for security of natural-gas pipelines across rivers, especially Red 
River, can probably be best described in the following pages of a brochure which 
has been prepared by Texas Gas Transmission Corp. showing rapid development 
and potential expansion of industry in the area called the Big River region. This 
also shows that we are but one of the many industries vitally interested in the 
bank-stabilization program since ther? are so many others dependent on uninter- 
rupted delivery of natural gas to their plants. 

We have observed bank-stabilization work previously done by the United States 
Army engineers on the Red and Mississippi Rivers and find that it is doing the 
job. Immediate benefits adjacent to the rivers are realized by the highways, 
railroads, landowners, utilities, ete., and a far-reaching benefit is realized by 
taxpayers who are consumers of natural gas in the entire east portion of the 
United States. Money spent on this kind of work is worthwhile and we recom- 
mend that the amount requested by the Red River Valley Association and United 
States Army engineers which is needed to continue bank-stabilization work he 
approved by this subcommittee. 

Mr. Janpacek. I would like to briefly outline why Texas Gas is 
interested in Texas Gas at Red River. We transport about a billion 
cubic feet of gas per day from the field west of Louisiana to the people 
and to the industries in the Ohio and Mississippi Valleys. Almost 
all of that gas crosses the Red River Valley either through our lines 
or our suppliers’ lines. We have two lines. One is just below Shreve- 
port and the other one is just below Alexandria, and those lines carry 
half of that gas, and then the other suppliers transport the rest of 
it to the northern part of the State, and we transport it to the East. 

We are interested because a failure of any of those lines due to 
caving banks would curtail the service to the people all the way to 
Ohio and farther east. We are interested in that because failure of 
the line ordinarily occurs during high water, and you just cannot get 
to repair it for 30 to 60 or 90 days until the water recedes. By that 
time, we would be short of gas. We would be necessarily curtailing 
someone. 

Our line just below Shreveport gave us quite a bit of trouble. When 
we first laid the line in 1949 and 1950, before the backfill settled; we 
had high water and it washed enough away so that we had to lower 
the line and spend $100,000 to get the line lowered in the bank. 
Within 3 years, we lost another 600 feet and we had to spend another 
$125,000 to lower the lines in the bank. 

So, over a short period of time, we spent $325,000 just to lower 
those lines in the bank. Fortunately, we feel that we are all safe on 
that line now because the overall bank-stabilization program last 
year included the bend above our line, and we feel now that we are 
safe and we will not be curtailed by some two hundred-odd cubic 
feet for that line. 

We are very much bank-stabilization conscious because our lines 
extend from Texas to Ohio, and we cross the Sabine, the Red River, 
Cumberland, Ohio, and so on. 
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At first, the Mississippi and the Red River gave us the most trouble 
with caving banks—mostly the Red River. I might say with respect 
to bank-stabilization work that we have noticed that where it has 
been done, it has been doing the job, and it was money well spent. 
So, you can just forget about that section. 

Bank stabilization has its immediate benefits to the people adjacent 
to the river, such as the landowners, the railroads, and our pipeline; 
but it also has a far-reaching benefit to the gas consumers both 
industrially and domestically all the way up the river. We feel that 
it is a worthwhile project, and we would like to see this committee 
approve the amount needed to continue bank stabilization of the 
Red River this coming fiscal year. 

Mr. Brooks. Our next witness is Mr. Daniel C. Cresap, district 
engineer, Department of Public Works, Alexandria, La. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL C. CRESAP 


Mr. Cresap. I would like to show you a photograph that illustrates 
the problem that we are faced with on caving banks on the Red River 
and the reason for our request for the stabilization money. 

The red and the blue areas indicate the banks that have been lost 
since 1946 to 1951 and 1951 to 1955. As you note in this region here 
[indicating], the highway and railroad are close to the bank. We are 
faced with a levee set-back which will have to be made this year unless 
something can be done to stabilize this bank. If we stabilize this one 
bank without doing something to the banks above and in the reaches 
upstream, we’re faced with the problem of possibly having to extend 
or maybe replace some of the work that was done. 

This reach is not one of the most critical bends although it is a 
dangerous reach. 

Upstream and downstream of this reach, we have 2 areas, 2 dams, 
that are passed, and a condition exists where you can do some work to 
stabilize and hold what we have. They are faced with cutoffs, and 
when the river makes these cutoffs, which they probably will do this 
next high water, we are faced, then, with the possibility of losing the 
flood protection work that we have already put into the river, in the 
reaches below here and in the area above; the pipelines will be threat- 
ened, the highways will be threatened and unless we can go in an an 
orderly manner and do some stabilizing of not only the critical points 
but above and below, so that we cannot lose what we are putting 
in, we are faced with losses that amount to millions of dollars. 

The people of my area wish me to thank you for your consideration, 
and we all hope that the study can be completed soon. 

Mr. Brooks. Our next witness is Mr. Ned W. Jenkins, president, 
Red River, Bayou Pierre Levee District, Mansfield, La. 


STATEMENT OF NED W. JENKINS 


Mr. Jenkins. I would like to present this brief for the record. 
(The brief referred to follows: ) 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am Ned Jenkins, president 
of the Red River Bayou Pierre Levee and Drainage District of Louisiana. 

It is not necessary for me to explain or attempt to illustrate what bank stabili- 
zation is. You have studied this in detail from information furnished by the 
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Corps of Engineers. I do wish to present to vou as concisely as possible a picture 
of our situation along the Red River from the Denison Dam south, and to specifi- 
cally emphasize its unstable cnaracter. 

This stream is the natural drainage outlet of a great sandy alluvial area extend- 
ing through four States. It is Red, as is its name, because it carries great quan- 
tities of sand and silt. The channel is often blocked by the formation of large 
sand bars and quite often these bars force the river to leave its course, eating away 
the banks or cutting a new channel. It is a stream that will not stay in its course 
unless its banks are protected and stabilized. My district is not large, having 
but 38 miles on each bank, but in the past 10 years we have lost over 5,000 acres 
of front land. The flood contro! reservoirs and the levee system are effective 
only to a degree. Revetment and diking are the only means of controlling the 
constant encroachment into our very best land. 

Wherever proper revetment or a combination of revetment and pile dikes have 
been built they have neen successful. The cost of such work as compared with 
the constant cost of setback levees and the loss of land and improvements com- 
pares most favorably. 

This facet, however, must be kept in mind, that some work must be done annually 
as the critical bank caving and channel shiftings occur. 

Each year we request a minimum appropriation of $1 million to meet our mini- 
mum needs. Each year this figure is reduced by one half, sometimes more. 
With over 750 miles of the largest part of the river to control, it is impossible to 
carry on the work even at the most critical points. The Red is a big river, a 
very big one, and the watershed into it is tremendous. We happen to be on the 
lower end of it all. Locally we cannot afford enough taxes to maintain the work. 
After all, this problem stream belongs to the Government. 

We who live along the river and in its valley realize the growing need to stabilize 
its course and stop the constant property loss. We have sought and had the 
advice and cooperation of the Corps of Engineers and the State engineers. Noth- 
ing has ever been done in bank stabilization work without their full approval and 
supervision. We have never knowingly presented any fantastic figures or plans. 
Everything has been based on the conservation of our resources. 

I therefore respectfully submit the above with my earnest request that our 
bank stabilization appropriation for the Red River be raised to $1 million, which 
is a conservative figure to take care of our immediate needs. 

Mr. Jenkins. Without being guilty of too much repetition about 
the stabilization of the banks of the Red River, I do want to present 
an angle that has not been emphasized, and that is that. The river 
moves around so much that we have an unconsolidated river in many 
instances, and the sand comes within 18 inches of the top of the soil. 
It makes the banks very unstable. When the river forms these big 
bows, it just gives way. 

By the way, when it gives way, it never forms other land. It 
simply causes more sand. It is the land that the river strikes as it 
cuts around those bows. When we lose it, it is lost. 

In my district, which is only 38 miles long, we have lost some 5,000 
acres of what we call front land which is the best land we have had in 
the last 10 years. It isa loss to agriculture and to industry and to the 
railroad as well as the highways. 

Very shortly, if another critical situation arises, one railroad and one 
highway will have to be moved. 

Without being guilty of repetition, let me add my word to the earnest 
request that our bank-stabilization program be raised to a figure of $1 
million which is our minimum need to combat this situation. I think 
it ultimately will be offset by the loss and cost of levee setbacks 
because we lose the land and then you, the Federal Government, 
rebuilds the levee, and that goes on year after year after vear. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Brooks. Our next witness is Mr. Cliff A. Fairbanks, president, 
Red River, Atchafalaya, and Bayou Boeuf Levee District, Alexandria, 
La. 
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STATEMENT OF CLIFF A. FAIRBANKS 


Mr. Farrsanks. Gentlemen, I have some copies of a brief which I 
want to file with you. My brief is also on bank stabilization, so I do 
not want to take up your time by repeating some things that have 
already been said. 

(The brief referred to follows:) 


I am C. A. Fairbanks, president of the Board of Commissioners of the Red 
River, Atchafalaya, and Bayou Bouef Levee District which is domiciled at Alex- 
andria, La. This levee district embraces those alluvial lands subject to overtiow 
on the right descending bank of the Red River and the Atchafalaya River in 
Rapides, Avoyelles, and St. Landry Parishes; and Pineville, La., and the Vick- 
Cassandra area on the left descending bank. It is the responsibility of this board 
to maintain the 250 miles of levees and approximately 150 miles of levee drainage 
ditches and canals within this district. These levees protect the district from the 
floodwaters of the Red River, the Atchafalaya, and the Mississippi Rivers. In 
addition, the west Atchafalaya floodway levee is within our district and it is also 
our responsibility to maintain this levee. The district can be devastated by high 
water from any one of these rivers—the Red, the Atchafalaya, and the Mississippi. 

Soon after the removal of the great raft from the Red River in the latter part 
of the 19th century, it became apparent that a tremendous amount of valuable 
farmland was being lost to the caving banks of the Red River. Officials and citi- 
zens of this area, especially fertile-land owners, are greatly concerned about the 
necessity of levee setbacks destroying many acres of productive land that can never 
be replaced. And, therefore feel that consideration should be given for adequate 
funds for proper bank stabilization. 

The program that confronts the people of the Red River Valley is brought about 
by the river’s action known as meandering. The river follows a very tortuous 
winding route and is continually changing its course. In so doing, the river 
moves laterally, eroding its banks for the development of the new channel As 
it meanders, the river finds in the coneave or eroding section of its bends the most 
productive lands in the valley. This land is highly erodible and the rate of loss 
is very rapid. A loss of bank of as much as 900 feet in | year has been observed 
at several locations. 

These caving banks cost hundreds of thousands of dollars in damages each 
year to agricultural lands, municipalities, highways, bridges, railroads, oil and 
gas pipelines, and public utilities. The losses thus caused are not as sudden 
or as spectacular as those due to floods but are continuous throughout the year 
and are of a more permanent nature. 

The Red River Valley ranges from 2 to 10 miles in width. Most of the popula- 
tion of the counties through which the river passes is concentrated in this com- 
paratively narrow belt, and because of easy grades, the trunkline highways and 
railroads closely follow the river throughout the valley. Hence, it is apparent 
that the greatest values and most fertile lands are affected by caving banks. 
In Louisiana alone over 2,300 acres of the best farmlands are totally lost to the 
river each year and another 9,000 acres are lost due to levee retirement caused 
by caving banks. Losses to the levee system have averaged $136,000 annually 
over the past 10 years. Damages to railroads, highways, and public utilities 
have averaged $200,000 annually. Losses to crops and farmlands average 
$1,300,000 each year. The situation is critical in many locations and the bank- 
stabilization program must be accelerated. 

At the present time our levee system is in fairly good condition and the banks 
of the rivers need stabilizing to protect these levees and prevent any further 
levee setbacks. Along the stretch of river where we now have bank stabilization 
it is doing a magnificent job and is a big help to utilities, such as railroads, power- 
lines, pipelines, and others. With proper bank stabilization throughout this 
district millions of dollars of fertile land could be saved not to mention the cost 
of relocating roads, railroads, pipe and power lines and the like. 

I urge you, gentlemen, and I am joined by the officials and citizens of my 
city and of other cities within this valley, to give favorable consideration to our 
request of funds in the amount of $1 million for this much-needed bank 
stabilization. 

Respectfully yours, 
C. A. FAIRBANKS, 
President, Board of Commissioners for the 
Red River, Atchafalaya and Bayou Boeuf Levee District. 
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Mr. Farrsanks. I might add that I am also president of the State 
association of levee boards for the State of Louisiana, which is com- 
posed of 24 levee boards. The reason I mention that is to try to 
impress you with the fact that we do have flood problems in Louisiana. 

My own levee district embraces three parishes or counties. We 
have some 250 miles of levees in our district. Our levees at this 
particular time are in a very good state of maintenance. We have 
all along through our area dangerous places where the cave-in banks 
are threatening our levees. It has cost us a lot of money to put those 
levees there, and there is a lot of valuable land behind those levees, 
as you well know. 

In addition to that, due to the easy grades along the river, most of 
our highways and railroads are placed near the river. Our Red River 
Valley is approximately an average of 10 miles in width. Anytime 
that we lose a levee, we also have to move railroads, pipelines, high- 
ways and things of that nature. We feel that it is false economy to 
have to set back a levee any more because we have already lost too 
much land. 

Without taking up any more of your time, I would like to request 
that we be given consideration for a million dollars instead of $500,000. 

I would also like to go on record as endorsing the other projects 
that have been presented here today, particularly the reservoirs 
upstream from my district. Each time a reservoir is built up there, 
it helps us downstream. We are on the tail end of the river, at the 
mouth of it; each time we have a reservoir going into operation 
upstream, it helps our flood-control problems. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Brooxs. Our next witness is Mr. Semp Russ, a member of the 
Natchitoches Levee District, Natchitoches, La. 


STATEMENT OF SEMP RUSS 


Mr. Russ. Gentlemen, the continual caving of the Red River in 
our area is causing a great deal of expense to both the landowners 
and to the levee board as well as other people interested in that in 
our area. We cannot recommend too highly the bank stabilization 
appropriation of $1 million. 

Mr. Brooks. Our next witness is Mr. V. C. Shannon, Caddo Levee 
District, Shreveport, La. 


STATEMENT OF V. C. SHANNON 


Mr. SHannon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Brooks and mem- 
bers of the committee. I would like to submit these briefs and 
briefly I would just like to hit the high spots here because of the 
urgency of this bank protection work. 

(The briefs referred to follow:) 


REQUEST FOR SrupIEsS AND CONTINUED ConstrRuUCTION BANK STABILIZATION 
Upper Rep River Cappo Lever District, Cappo Paris, La. 


The Honorable Members, The Congress of the United States, 


GENTLEMEN: Our district comprises some 200,000 acres of alluvial lands of which 
some 100,000 acres is in a high state of cultivation and productivity. The 
district has 83.3 miles of front line levees on the right descending bank, and the 
river banks are of a silty and sand material, which makes them very susceptible 
to caving, especially at three-fourths bank full stages of the river, which occur 
frequently. 
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In the early 1920’s this levee board foresaw the benefits derived from bank 
protection, and instituted bank protection projects which, over a period of years 
cost approximately $1 million. It was soon realized that a comprehensive pro- 
gram of construction and maintenance was beyond the financial limits of individual 
levee boards and solicited Congress for aid in a comprehensive program of bank 
protection. In 1946 the Congress authorized the Corps of Engineers to provide 
channel stabilization and bank protection works on Red River at points where 
levee setbacks would be uneconomical, or impossible. Under this program bank 
protection works have been constructed in this district at Uni Bend, Fire Point 
Bend, Cash Point Bend, Twelve Mile Bayou Bend, Douglas Island Bend, Cotton 
Belt Railroad, Eagle Point Bend, and Lucas Bend. Local interests contributed 
approximately $200,000 to this program. 

his district and the people of this district express their appreciation to the 
Members of Congress and the Corps of Engineers for the authorization and con- 
struction of these projects which are of considerable value in the saving of valuable 
lands, due to the stabilization of the river at these points. 

The district is quite concerned at this time about three points, namely: Cedar 
Bluff, caused by a cutoff in, 1950; Hurricane Bluff, threatened by a cutoff imme- 
diately upstream, and Campo Bello, where bank has caved to within 60 feet of 
levee, with highway and railroad only a short distance from the levee system. 

The annual rate of caving has been steadily increasing over the years, as shown 
by a comparison of the period from 1942 to 1949, which was 506 acres per year, 
and the 1949 to 1955 period was 902 acres per year; an increase of 396 acres per 
year. The estimated value of land lost in Caddo ‘Parish from 1942 to 1955 is 
$1,395,750; so you can readily appreciate our contention for a comprehensive 
bank stabilization program. 

We, the members of the Caddo Levee Board, are of the opinion that a compre- 
hensive bank stabilization is the only answer to our problem. 

Therefore, we wholeheartedly support the requests submitted to you today 
by the representatives of the Red River Valley Association for studies and con- 
tinued construction of bank stabilization, and respectfully ask this committee to 
approve the funds requested here today. 

Respectfully submitted. 

V. C. SHANNON, 
Principal Assistant, Board of Commissioners, 
Caddo Levee District, Shreveport, La. 


Mr. SuHannon. In our district at the present time, we have three 
spots; one is caused by a cutoff immediately upstream, another one 
which will be very much threatened by a cutoff that is in the making 
upstream, another bend where the bank has already receded to within 
60 feet of our main line levee, and there is a railroad and principal 
highway which is immediately behind that. I would say if those 
three spots were taken care of at one time, the million dollars for 
which we are asking would be consumed in those three spots alone. 

Our bank caving has been rapidly increasing over the vears, and 
from 1942 to 1949, it has amounted to 560 acres a year in the Caddo 
Parish alone, and jt has increased to 902 acres per year up to 1955. 
This land has a value of a minimum of $200 to as high as $4,000 an 
acre. Some of it is in the vicinity of Shreveport where it is well 
suited for residential and industrial development. 

We of the Caddo Levee District heartily support the remarks and 
recommendations of the Red River Valley Association. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Brooxs. Our next witness is Mr. Everett Winter, president 
of the Mississippi Valley Association. Mr. Winter|is from St. Louis, 
and we would like to call on him for a short statement at this time. 
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STATEMENT OF EVERETT WINTERS 


Mr. Winter. Thank you very much, Mr. Brooks. 

This group of people here from Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas 
are largely members of the Mississippi Valley Association. Our plat- 
form is on record with this committee. We endorse their projects. 

I would like to say this, Mr. Chairman: Mr. Webb, who is too 
modest to mention it, is also a member of the executive committee of 
the Mississippi Valley Association, and it has named an overall figure 
of a billion dollars. Actually, it approaches that; it is close to it for 
expenditures that we think should be spent on water resource develop- 
ment in the United States. 

We think of that not as an expenditure but as an investment. I 
think you have heard ample evidence here today of how these projects 
will pay off. 

Mr. Brooks. In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want to say this: 
I am president of the National Rivers and Harbors Congress, and I 
want to say that the National Rivers and Harbors Congress has 
endorsed this program also. 

We also stand for a program ultimately of working out for internal 
development in water utilization a sum of money w hich would roughly 
approximate a billion dollars a year. That would cover flood control, 
rivers and harbors control, recreation projects, and things of that sort. 

Not a great deal has been said here with reference to the $300,000 
planning money for the Overton Waterway. That is one item that 
we do not want you to overlook. We want to continue with that 
planning that has gone forward for a number of vears, and we do not 
want any interruption in it. 

We thank you very much, and I want to say to vou, Mr. Chairman 
and members of the committee, we certainly appreciate your courtesy. 

This group has come from Louisiana, and it has a very high respect 
for the members of the Appropriations Committee and especially you 
men who are assigned to do our rough work, so to speak. So, we 
appreciate this opportunity and wish you a lot of luck in your work, 
and you will get our support on the floor of the House. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you very much. 

May I wish everyone a safe journey home. You have made a good 
presentation of the projects in which you are interested. 

Mr. Jensen. May I say that you had a well- organized approach to 
vour whole testimony. It was very comprehensive, very under- 
standable. I was especially interested in this gentleman’s testimony, 
and I can understand exactly what you mean when you say that these 
floodwaters tear away the subsoil, and there goes that valuable land. 

I am happy to say, of course, that we are working on the Missouri 
River, and, finally, I hope we will have that problem taken care of. 

Mr. Brooks. You are doing a good job on the Missouri River. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Brooks, it is mighty nice to have you before the 
committee. 

Mr. Brooks. I had the pleasure of being at St. Louis and I saw. 
some of the handiwork out there that the engineers are doing. 

Mr. Jenkins. Is it permissible that one little thing that has never 
been mentioned be mentioned here now? In this million-dollar 
appropriation stabilization, we are dealing with 750 miles from 
Denison Dam. Nobody ever mentioned the mileage involved. 
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(The following additional statement was supplied for the record:) 


The department of public works expresses the official views of the Governor of 
louisiana on flood-control matters affecting the State. Its responsibilities include 
the development of flood-control, drainage, irrigation and navigation projects 
and, as the planning agency of the State government, it must consider flood 
control on the major streams in formulating plans for full development of all of 
the resources of Louisiana. It is also the consulting engineer for the 22 levee 
boards of the State, and it maintains close liaison between the flood-control activi- 
ties of these boards and those of the Corps of Engineers and other Federal agencies 
and between Congress and the State government on flood-control policy and 
legislation. 

In view of its background and experience in such matters, the department of 
public works presents this brief in support of adequate appropriations to the Corps 
of Engineers, Department of the Army, for continued prosecution of the authorized 
flood-control and navigation projects, Red River below Denison Dam in Texas, 
Oklahoma, Arkansas, and Louisiana, 


DEVELOPMENT OF FLOOD CONTROL IN THE RED RIVER VALLEY 


Red River drains an area of 91,000 square miles lying in New Mexico, Texas, 
Oklahoma, Arkansas, and Louisiana. It has a length of 1,300 miles and connects 
with the Mississippi and Atchafalaya Rivers at Old River, La., from whence it 
flows to the Gulf of Mexico, principally through the Atchafalaya River. The 
area of the basin above Alexandria, La., is 65,900 square miles. The remaining 
25,100 square miles are tributary to the Ouachita-Black River system which enters 
Red River below Alexandria. The upper Red River Basin is considered to be 
that portion of the watershed above Denison Dam (Lake Texoma) and has an area 
of 38,290 square miles. 

The river and its tributaries are subject to frequent destructive floods, caused 
by general storms of wide geographical extent, with high stages usually prevailing 
for long periods. Floods occur most frequently in the easterly or lower portion 
of the basin. In the upper basin severe floods may be expected with an average 
frequency of once in 5 to 10 years, while in the lower basin the frequency of 
serious floods is about once in 3 years. Between Denison Dam and Alexandria 
the stream is characterized by a wide range of stage, an unstable channel and 
banks, and excessive shoaling and scouring. In this reach the channel varies in 
width from 700 to 1,100 feet, and traverses a bed of unconsolidated sand in a 
flood plain 2 to 12 miles wide. 

Prior to 1893, the Federal Government was primarily interested in navigation 
on Red River and all flood-control work was performed by local interests. The 
original project for improvement of navigation was adopted hy act of Congress 
approved May 238, 1828. For nearly 54 years efforts of the State and Federal 
(;overnments were directed to the removal of the great raft of logs and driftwood 
which obstructed the channel of the stream for a distance of 92 miles, extending 
from Loggy Bayou, 65 miles below Shreveport, La., to Hurricane Bluffs, 27 miles 
above. 

The frequency of destructive floods led to the creation of seven levee districts 
on Red River in Louisiana during the period 1890-1938. As these districts were 
formed, small amounts of Federal aid were given them in extending and strength- 
ening their levee systems. In 1938 construction of Denison Dam was authorized, 
and its completion has effectively controlled the upper 38,290 square miles of the 
basin. Partly as a result of the flood of 1945, one of the greatest of record in the 
lower basin, the Flood Control Act of 1946 approved the existing plan for flood 
control on Red River below Denison Dam and provided for construction of six 
reservoirs in combination with levees and channel stabilization. 


PRESENT STATUS OF PROJECT 


The following tabulation shows-the appropriations made by Congress to date 
for work authorized under the Flood Control Act of 1946 as amended. 
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Flood-control appropriations and expenditures, Red River below Denison Dam 


Allotted 1956 appro- 


Authorized to date | “priation 





Boswell Reservoir, Okla...................--..--- | $24, 565, 000 1 $128, 786 
Hugo Reservoir, Okla : : Loc nencke ctekbeeeete rca: ( Eee 1 60, 000 
Millwood Reservoir, Ark_.._______- eee) eed Jose 55, 000, 000 1 196, 830 
Cooper Reservoir, Tex pica hoe bAbatcigaalle YY | eee 
Texarkana Reservoir, Tex__- cate ciliate Midi tah ee 33, 000, 000 32, 574, 000 
Ferrells Bridge Reservoir, Tex ae eee 20, 900, 000 3, o 800 
Morringsport Reservoir, La....................-:--..- bacnae 11, 200, 000 j 
Black Bayou Reservoir, La_______._-- oe ee eee 690, 000 sg liad . 
EO a ee ee a ee 4, 421, 000 4, 076, 000 nano’ : 
fo OS OO OE ae ah ee 1, 202, 000 1, 200, 000 

Brown Creek, Okla. : : rns Rene 957, 700 
Walnut Bayou, ee eee eee 407, 500 
Maniece Bayou, ee git ee i ; 103, 700 | 
Posten Bayou, Ark. ia Se ree ek loth ; 314, 600 
McKinney Bayou, Tex aa a FR a eB ie 760, 650 |__- 

Sulphur River, Tex ieeoe i 2, 534, 000 |___- 

Bayou Pierre, La. ee aa aca ee 243, 336 243, 336 
Red River levees, bank stabilization ee 7- SROeeee ene 9,530,000 | 5, 679, 500 525, 000 
Red River levees, incorporated projects Sees aes , 412,964 | 10, 106, 700 








ed es aa a 207,028,450 | 58, 030, 952 | 





1 No construction; planning funds only. 


The 1945 flood demonstrated that runoff from the uncontrolled areas below 
Denison Dam can produce major floods in the lower Red River Valley equal to 
or greater than the maximum of record, hence the above tabulation shows that 
the authorized program is based upon controlling storm runoff from these areas 
by means of single-purpose reservoirs, supplemented by local protection such as 
levees, channel improvements, and bank stabilization works. When completed, 
the authorized reservoirs will effectively control 16,226 square miles of the 27,160 
square miles tributary to Red River between Denison Dam and Alexandria. 

The reservoir program is about 23 percent complete, and at the present rate of 
progress, it will require about 30 years to provide the desired flood protection. 
Since serious flooding occurs in the valley on an av erage of once in each 3-year 
period, it is obvious that flood damages will materially increase total costs unless 
the construction program is greatly accelerated. Progress on local protection 
works, such as levees, channel improvement, and bank stabilization has also been 
very slow, and existing authorization for these purposes is far from adequate. 


RECOMMENDED APPROPRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1956, FLOOD CONTROL AND NAVI- 
GATION PROJECTS, RED RIVER BELOW DENISON DAM, TEX., OKLA., ARK., AND 
LA. 


A. Construction funds 


1. Texarkana Reservoir.—The department of public works is in agreement with 
the Bureau of the Budget that $1,226,000 be appropriated to complete this 
project during the fiscal year. The reservoir is part of the comprehensive plan 
for flood control in the Red River Basin below Denison Dam and is now about 95 
percent complete. It contains 145,300 acre-feet of conservation storage and 
2,509,000 acre-feet of flood-control storage, and is designed for the retention of 
floodwaters of the Sulphur River Basin during periods of high water on the Red 
River for release at a more favorable Red River stage. The reservoir will also 
serve as an additional water supply for the cities of Texarkana, Ark., and Tex. 
It will represent the greatest progress toward effective control of the river since 
completion of Denison Dam in 1944. 

2. Ferrells Bridge Reservoir.—This dam and reservoir is located on Cypress 
Creek near Jefferson, Tex., and is also a part of the comprehensive plan for flood 
control in the Red River Basin below Denison Dam. It will contain 254,900 
acre-feet of conserv ation storage and 578,200 acre-feet of flood control storage 
and may also serve as a source of municipal and industrial water supply. 

Estimated cost of “the project is $20,900,000, of which $3,696,800 has been 
appropriated to date. It is recommended that $4,300,000 be appropriated to 
continue construction during fiscal 1956 in ace ordance with the recommendation 
of the Bureau of the Budget. 

3. Bank stabilization —The wide range in stages of Red River and the easily 
eroded materials comprising the valley through which it flows cause the stream 
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to continuously change its alinement. The caving banks which result cost hun- 
dreds of thousands of dollars in damages each year to agricultural lands, munici- 
palities, highways, bridges, railroads, oil and gas pipelines, and public utilities. 
The losses thus caused are not as sudden or as spectacular as those due to floods, 
but are continuous throughout the year and are of a more permanent nature. 
The highlands lost are never restored by the river, but are replaced by low sand 
bars. 

It was previously noted that Red River Valley ranges from 2 to 12 miles in 
width. Most of the population of the counties through which the river flows 
is concentrated in this comparatively narrow belt, and because of easy grades, 
the trunkline highways and railroads closely follow the river throughout the 
valley. Hence it is apparent that the greatest values and most fertile lands are 
affected by caving banks. In Louisiana alone, over 2,300 acres of the best farm- 
lands are totally lost to the river each year, and another 9,000 acres are lost due 
to levee retirement eaused by caving banks. Losses to the levee system have 
averaged $136,000 annually over the past 10 years, while damages to railroads, 
highways, and public utilities have averaged $200,000 annually. Losses to crops 
and farmlands average $1,300,000 each year. The situation is critical in many 
localities, and the bank stabilization program must be accelerated. 

After surveying critical locations along Red River where levees, lands, high- 
ways, railroads, and utilities are threatened by caving banks, the Department of 
Public Works recommends spending $1 million annually over a 3-year period for 
the necessary bank stabilization works. The Bureau of the Budget recom- 
mendation of $500,000 is far too low to effectively prosecute this program, and it 
is requested that $1 million be appropriated for the purpose. 


B. Planning, survey, and definite project report funds 


1. Bank stabilization.—The existing program for bank stabilization below 
Denison Dam is far from adequate, and damages due to caving banks are con- 
tinuous throughout each year. It is essential that a thorough review of the 
present project be undertaken as early as possible to determine what modifications 
are necessary to maintain a stable channel alinement. The estimated cost of the 
review is $75,000, of which $25,000 was made available last year. The report 
should be completed during fiscal 1957, and it is requested that the remaining 
$50,000 be approoriated with this end in view. 

Between Denison Dam and Alexandria, Red River traverses a bed of uncon- 
solidated sand in an alluvial valley 2 to 12 miles wide. Its channel and banks are 
unstable, and the wide range in stages which characterize the stream produce 
excessive scouring and caving banks. Without bank-stabilization measures it is 
possible for the river in the course of time to meander back and forth across the 
width of its alluvial valley. Unstable banks accelerate the rate of caving and the 
meandering process proceeds rapidly, destroying levees and fertile agricultural 
lands, and highways, railroads, and public utilities which parallel and cross the 
river throughout the valley. A thorough reexamination of the existing bank- 
stabilization project is urgently needed and funds should be provided now for the 
necessary studies in order that an adequate program of bank stabilization may be 
inaugurated at the earliest date. 

2. Overton-Red River Waterway.—This is a navigation project, authorized in 
1946 as a modification of the project, ‘Red River below Fulton, Ark.” It pro- 
vides for the construction of a 9 by 100-foot navigation channel from the Missis- 
sippi River via Old and Red Rivers for about 31 miles, and then a new land cut 
generally following existing streams along the right bank of the Red River flood 
plain to a turning basin on Bayou Pierre at Shreveport, La. Since its authoriza- 
tion, $365,000 has been expended for planning and other studies. It is requested 
that the remaining costs of planning and design, estimated at $300,000, be made 
available for use this year in order to complete this phase of the work, in accord 
with the recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Navigation benefits will extend to commerce throughout the Red River Valley. 
In addition, over $500,000 flood-control benefits annually will be obtained from 
improved drainage and land utilization. The waterway may also be used for 
supplying fresh water to critical rice irrigation areas in southwest Louisiana. 

3. Mooringsport Reservoir.—This reservoir is also part of the comprehensive 
flood-control plan in the Red River Basin below Denison Dam. It will replace 
on a larger scale a similar but obsolescent facility now in operation, providing 
660,000 acre-feet of flood-control storage and 160,000 acre-feet of conservation 
storage. The estimated cost of the project is $11,200,000, of which $69,000 has 
been appropriated to date. Planning has been suspended in favor of completing 
Ferrells Bridge Reservoir which is located upstream from this project. It is 
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recommended that $35,000 be appropriated for preparation of a survey report 
incorporating water-supply features in addition to those of flood control into the 
project. 

4. Cooper Reservoir.—This reservoir was authorized under Public Law 218, 
84th Congress, Ist session, approved August 3, 1955. It will provide 5,000 
acre-feet of-storage for conservation and 130,000 acre-feet for flood control in 
substitution for 120,000 acre-feet of the flood-control storage in the nearly com- 
pleted Texarkana Reservoir, and will provide flood-control benefits above Tex- 
arkana Reservoir. The dam will be an earth-fill type with a height of 42 feet 
above the valley floor, a length of 17,000 feet at its crest, and will have a gate- 
controlled spillway. The reservoir area will be 12,500 acres at the top of flood- 
control pool and 1,300 acres at top of conservation pool. The estimated cost of 
the reservoir with levees and certain channel improvements is $9,056,000. These 
improvements would benefit 50,000 acres of cropland. The Department of Public 
Works recommends that $50,000 be made available for planning and engineering 
during the coming fiscal year. 

5. Wainut Bayou.—This improvement was also authorized under Public Law 
218, 84th Congress, Ist session, approved on August 3, 1955. It consists of 
clearing and enlarging the channel of Walnut Bayou from the Oklahoma-Arkansas 
State line downstream to mile 7 and diverting the stream into Red River at that 
point. This improvement, 19.2 miles long, would increase the channel capacity 
to not less than about 3,000 cubic feet per second and benefit about 15,800 acres 
of land. The estimated cost of the necessary work is $440,000. It is requested 
that $25,000 be made available this year so that plans for construction may be 
completed. 

6. McKinney Bayou and Barkman Creek.—Improvements to these streams 
were also authorized by Public Law 218 of the 84th Congress. They consist of 
channel clearing, realinement and enlargement of the two streams together with 
levees and closure of high water outlets, and the construction of appurtenant 
drainage works including floodgates. The improvements will benefit 30,000 
acres of cropland and will cost $760,650. The sum of $50,000 can be profitably 
expended to advance this project to the construction stage during the year. 
It should be noted that benefits from the improvements are exceptionally high, 
the benefit-cost ratio being 3.0. 

C. Survey and definite project reports underway 

Funds have been made available by Congress for studies of the projects listed 
below. Inasmuch as these projects are of great importance to the overall program 
and are urgently needed by the immediately affected areas, it is requested ,that 
these studies by completed and released at the earliest practicable date. 

1. Eastern Rapides and South Avoyelles drainage.—House Public Works Com- 
mittee by resolution of October 16, 1951, authorized an investigation of this 
area, drained by Bayou Des Glaises diversion channel and Lake Long and tribu- 
taries, for flood-control and drainage improvements. Critical drainage problems 
exist in the area, caused partly by diversions and interception of streams due to 
construction of certain features of the authorized flood-control plan. 

2. Millwood Reservoir.—This is the largest reservoir of those remaining to be 
constructed under the authorized project. When completed, it will contro! 
4,100 square miles of area tributary to Red River and will materially reduce 
extreme flood stages. The reservoir is part of the comprehensive flood-control 
project for Red River. It will have a total capacity of 2,260,000 acre-feet with 
2,208,000 acre-feet for flood control, and 52,000 acre-feet for a permanent pool. 
The estimated cost of the project is $55 million of which $196,830 has been appro- 
priated for planning. 

This reservoir is the most important of those remaining to be constructed under 
existing authorization. It will provide 26 percent of the total effective flood-con- 
trol storage of all the reservoirs proposed for Red River, and its capacity in this 
respect is equal to the 5 reservoirs remaining to be constructed. The importance 
of Millwood Reservoir to the Red River project is illustrated by the fact that 
its construction will reduce flood stages to the extent that it will not be necessary 
to raise, enlarge, and extend the entire Red River levee system below Little River. 

3. Kisatchie Bayou and Cane River —This project is designed to protect about 
29,000 acres of rich cropland and trunkline rail and highway facilities from 
floods which may occur at any time of the year. Damages from these floods 
have averaged $772,000 annually over the 10-year period 1943-52. The improve- 
ments contemplated include construction of a dam and reservoir on Kisatchie 
Bayou for the prevention of headwater flooding, and construction of a levee on 
the lower left bank of Cane River, for protection against backwater flooding from 
Red River. 
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Summary of requested budget items 


» CONSTRUCTION FUNDS 
. Texarkana Reservoir_- _ $1, 226, 000 
. Ferrells Bridge Reservoir 4, 300, 000 
. Bank stabilization______.._____-- ' ; 1, 000, 000 


Total construction funds _ _ ~ 7 6, 556, 000 


RB. PLANNING, SURVEY, AND DEFINITE PROJECT REPORT 
FUNDS 
. Red River bank stabilization 50. 000 
. Cooper Reservoir - - i 5, 000 
3. Mooringsport Reservoir__-- - ‘ 4 35, 000 
4. Overton-Red River Waterway ee - oe 300, 000 
5. Walnut Bayou__- : 25, 000 
». MeKinney Bayou and Barkman Creek _- 5 25, 000 


Total planning, survey funds___- oa Sid ’ 510, 000 


Grand total, requested funds e 7, 066, 000 


The appropriations requested above are the minimum consistent with an 
effective, economical, and orderly flood-control policy. It is the desire of the 
Department of Public Works that the authorized items of work be prosecuted 
on a broader basis than has been possible with the limited funds that have been 
made available. 

STATE OF LovurstANaA, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC Works, 
Catvin T. Warts, Director. 
Hu B. Myers, Chief Engineer. 


CENTRAL VALLEY PRogEcT 


WITNESSES 


HARVEY O. BANKS, STATE ENGINEER OF CALIFORNIA AND EXECU- 
TIVE OFFICER OF THE WATER PROJECT AUTHORITY OF THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

NORTHCUTT ELY, SPECIAL COUNSEL, WATER PROJECT AUTHOR- 
IT 

POTTER A TOWNER, ASSOCIATE ATTORNEY, DIVISION OF WATER 
RESOURCES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Kirwan. All right, proceed. 
STATEMENT OF NORTHCUTT ELY 


Mr. Evy. My name is Northeutt Ely. I am a member of the law 
firm of Ely, MeCarty & Duncan with offices in the Tower Building, 
Washington, D. C. I am special counsel for the Water Project Au- 
thority of the State of California, which organization has the responsi- 
bility for the State of making continuing studies on the Central Valley 
project and of formulating recommendations for annual Federal ap- 
propriations believed necessary to the most economic development of 
the project. I appear here accompanying Mr. Harvey O. Banks, 
State engineer of California and also executive officer of the water 
project authority. 

As you may know, the California Legislature authorized the Central 
Valley project in 1933 as a State project, to be constructed under the 
direction of the water project authority. The authority offered reve- 
nue bonds to finance construction of the project to the Public Works 





Administration of the Federal Government. PWA approved the 
project but required that it be constructed as a Federal project by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, with financing to be in accordance with recla- 
mation law. 

Although this is a Federal project, the water project authority 
continues to be responsible for State activity in connection with it 
and presents budget views to the Congress each year, through the exec- 
utive officer of the authority, for your consideration. 

It is a privilege to present Mr. Harvey O. Banks, the new State 
engineer of California, who rec ently succeeded to that post following 
Mr. Edmonston’s retirement. Mr. Banks taught civil engineering at 
Stanford for several years before joining the State’s staff in 1938. He 
was made assistant State engineer in 1953, taking over as State 
engineer the first of this year. He presents here the State’s views on 
the appropriations considered desirable for continued activities on 
Central Valley project construction for fiscal year 1957. 

Mr. Kirwan. Proceed, Mr. Banks. 


STATEMENT OF HARVEY O. BANKS 


Mr. Banks. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Harvey O. Banks, State engineer of California and executive officer 
of the water project authority of the State, on whose behalf I am 
appearing before you today in support of a request for an appropria- 
tion of $22,621,000 for the Central Valley project for the fiscal year 
1957. The water project authority, created by State legislative act 
in 1933, is the official representative of the State of California in 
matters pertaining to the Central Valley project, units of which have 
been constructed or are now under construction by the Bureau of 
Reclamation of the Department of the Interior. 

The work on the originally authorized units of the Central Valley 
project is practically completed, and the project is now functioning 
as planned and designed, in producing and transporting water and 
electric power to areas of use. Only sufficient funds to do incidental 
work on these units are still required. 

Construction of the American River development is virtually com- 
plete. Folsom Reservoir is storing water for power generation and 
irrigation requirements in accordance with reservations for flood- 
control operations. Operation of Folsom Reservoir for flood control 
undoubtedly prevented extensive damage during the flood flows of 
December 1955. The three 54,000 kilowatt Folsom powerplant 
generators are in operation as are the two 6,750 kilowatt Nimbus 
units. The Sly Park project is ready for full operation by the Eldorado 
Irrigation District. 

Much work remains to be done on the works of the Sacramento 
canals unit, authorized for construction by the Bureau of Reclamation 
in September 1950. 

Construction of several major features of the Trinity River division, 
authorized by the Congress in August 1955 will begin this year. 

As in the past years, the water project authority has had its engi- 
neers prepare a report covering the amounts of appropriations previ- 
ously made for the Central Valley project through the fiscal vear 1955; 
status of construction work on, and the costs of, the active features; 
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status of the presently authorized features; and a recommendation as 
to the amounts of money which could be advantageously used for the 
project in the fiscal year 1957. 

This report was presented to the water project authority at its 
meeting on February 7, 1956. At that meeting the authority adopted 
a resolution recommending the appropriation of the following amounts 
for expenditure on the Central Valley project features during the 
fiscal year 1957. 

Since you are in a hurry, Mr. Chairman, unless you wish, I will not 
detail the amounts; but I will say they total $22,621,000, and we have 
here copies of the report that I would like to file with your committee, 
if you so desire. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 

(The above-referred-to material is as follows:) 

1. Trinity River division $9, 500, 000 
2. Shasta division: 
Shasta Dam and Reservoir 49, 000 
Shasta powerplant and switchyard 625, 000 
Sacramento canals _ 8, 200, 000 


Subtotal 3, 874, 000 


3. American River division: 
POMS. TIO WOF CeO ooh i tri a Std eas downer we bees 100, 000 
Folsom transmission facilities__._______-_ 324, 000 
General property = i 267, 000 


Subtotal 4 2 ay 691, 000 


Regional office: 
Water rights i oe af 300, 000 
BOGIG MOUWORE ioe ccs eccnce B ss ; 5, 000 
Central Valley project fish and wildlife facilities_..._______- 150, 000 


Subtotal : P 155, 000 


Delta division: 
Delta fish-protection facilities_____- acid 219, 000 
Contra Costa distribution system _ --_ --_- a ae 110, 000 
Delta- Mendota Canal desi te Abs 340, 000 
Tracy switchyard ——- : Pes 100, 000 


Subtotal ceil didse viene nse weal ioe 769, 000 
Friant division: 

, 000 

300, 000 

7, 000, 000 

7, 332, 000 

22, 621, 000 

The State of California respectfully requests the Congress to appropriate the 

sum of $22,621,000 to the Department of the Interior for the Central Valley project 
for fiscal year 1957. 


75294—56—pt. 1 2 
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Port ALLEN INDIAN VILLAGE CuTorF Project 


WITNESSES 


HON. JAMES H. MORRISON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 

ERNEST D. WILSON, PRESIDENT OF THE GREATER BATON ROUGE 
PORT COMMISSION, LOUISIANA 

P. CHAUVIN WILKINSON, PRESIDENT, GREATER BATON ROUGE 
PORT ASSOCIATION 

CALVIN T. WATTS, DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC 
WORKS, LOUISIANA 

DALTON BROWN, MEMBER, BATON ROUGE PORT COMMISSION 


Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Morrison, we are glad you came. 

Mr. Morrison. This project involves what is known as the Port 
Allen Indian Village cutoff. At this time we have several witnesses to 
testify and I am going to ask Mr. Ernest Wilson, who is an authority 
on this project and has done a great deal of work on it, as well as being 
the president of the Baton Rouge Port Commission, to give his testi- 
mony to the committee. 

Mr. Kirwan. Proceed, Mr. Wilson. 


STATEMENT OF ERNEST D. WILSON 


Mr. Witson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
Ernest D. Wilson, president of the Greater Baton Rouge Port Com- 
mission, an executive department of the State of Louisiana. I con- 
currently am chairman of our State board of commerce and industry— 
both nonpaid civic jobs. Privately, | am in the steel fabricating and 
distributing business. 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you to emphasize 
the need for adequate appropriations to continue construction of the 
improvement project for the Morgan City-Plaquemine alternate route 
of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. 

With your indulgence, I will use a few graphic. exhibits, some of 
which may clarify our views of the need for speedy completion of this 
project more than my words may do. 

Gentlemen, this is not a new waterway, in any sense, but purely 
and simply the replacement of an obsolete facility, which was intended 
to save waterborne commerce bound north to west or vice versa some 
165 miles. It runs from Morgan City on the south to Plaquemine 
on the north. Project dimensions are 100-foot width and a depth of 
9 feet, and the Plaquemine lock, planned in 1897 and completed in 
1907, is only 55 by 260 feet. The last 8 miles of the present channel 
from Indian Village to Plaquemine are tortuous, and the lock is 
located in the heart of a town, at the head of a bend, and just past two 
bridges. The improvement project calls for the alternate route 
to be brought up to the 12- by 125-foot dimensions of the present 
main Gulf Intracoastal Waterway route, and it includes a new land 
cut to bring its entrance into the Mississippi at Port Allen, with a new 
lock 84 by 1,200 feet. The improvement project will bring the alter- 
nate route up to a reasonable standard, adequate for today’s 
waterborne commerce. 

1 thought it might be interesting to you gentlemen to see the time- 
consuming process required to bring just a two-barge tow through 
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Plaquemine at pr esent. This series of photographs, taken just 3 
weeks ago, with the river at about 28 feet, took 2% hours to complete, 

during the passage through the locks of the 2 barges and their towboat. 

No. 1 shows the approac h to the lock and, because of the bend, the boat 
is pulling its barges. Nos. 2,3, and 4 indicate the progress of the first 
barge into the lock. Nos. 5 and 6 show how the second barge remains 
in the canal, with a man needed at the lock to tie it up, then to ‘‘winch’’ 
it into the lock. Nos. 7 and 8 show the second barge during its trip 
into the lock. The last photo, No. 9, indicates that the same procedure 
is about to be repeated with an entirely new tow, this time a dry cargo. 

The inability of this route and lock to handle today’s industrial 
traffic forces major tows that would normally move over the alternate 
route to go by way of Harvey lock at New Orleans, an added distance 
of 165 miles. 

I will mention only briefly the hazards presented by the age of the 
inadequate lock and changed river conditions. The lock was de- 
signed in 1898 when the maximum stage of the river was 36 feet 
above mean gulf level, 7 feet less than at present. During high water, 
flash boards must be placed on top of the gates to hold out the river, 
and water has to be retained in the lock to reduce the pressure against 
the river gates. The lock is closed when the river rises above 38 feet, 
mean gulf—which has happened several times over the years. 

I would like to direct your attention to graphic illustrations of the 
comparative degree to which traffic over this waterw av has lagged in 
recent years. 

Exhibit C compares the changes in tonnage moving through 
Plaquemine lock with that through Harvey lock over 10 years. You 
will note that tonnage through Harvey lock in 1955 was 285 percent 
of the 1946 tonnage, while the same ratio for the Plaquemine lock was 
only 152 percent. 

Here in exhibit D, you can see a striking lag in use of the Plaque- 
mine lock, 1946 through 1954, compared with total gulf intracoastal 
and total Mississippi River inland water traffic for the same years. 
Intracoastal Waterway traffic in 1954 was 181 percent of the 1946 
figure, and Mississippi River tonnage was 169 percent of the 1946 
total. At the same time, the Plaquemine lock in 1954 moved only 
81 percent as much traffic as it did in 1946. 

Now, gentlemen, this is not due to any slackoff in traffic in general 
in our immediate area as compared with the whole inland system, as 
this next chart will indicate—and, incidentally, the figures used in 
all these charts were taken from official records of the United States 
Corps of Engineers. This next chart, exhibit E, compares Plaquemine 
lock with those parts of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway in our area, 
and the Mississippi River in our area. Traffic moving over the 
Mississippi River between Baton Rouge and New Orleans in 1954 
was 253 percent of the 1946 tonnage, and tonnage over the Gulf 
Intracoastal between the Mississippi and the mouth of the Sabine 
River at our State’s western boundary was 209 percent of the base 
year. Plaquemine lock, of course, stood at 81 percent of the base vear. 

Thus, while two legs of the triangle formed by the Mississippi, the 
alternate route, and the main intracoastal channel gained, the third 
leg, which is the alternate route, lost heavily, and only its inadequacy 
could have been the cause. 
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The United States Corps of Engineers has made conservative 
estimates as to the volume of traffic which would have moved through 
the Port Allen lock for the period between 1950 and 1954—if it had 
been completed. The corps has also estimated the traffic which would 
move through Port Allen lock between now and 1961, if the alternate 
route were complete today. For quick assimilation, I have also had 
this information placed in graph form, as exhibit F. 

The Corps of Engineers figures show that for the years 1950-54 
an annual average of 1,609,300 tons moved through Plaquemine lock. 
It estimates that for the same vears, 3,050,600 tons would have moved 
through a completed Port Allen lock. For the 5 years just ahead, 
to 1961, the corps estimates that 4,980,000 tons annually would move 
through a completed Port Allen lock, if the average annual gain of the 
past 10 years is maintained. However, its estimates show that 
Plaquemine lock would not exceed an average annual amount of 
2,100,000 by 1961, based on an expectancy curve dictated by the past. 

The necessity of moving major tows an additional 165 miles through 
Harvey lock to avoid Plaquemine’s inadequacies is expensive to 
shippers, as shown by this next chart, exhibit G. Applying the esti- 
mated conservation transportation cost figure of 2.25 mills per ton- 
mile to the tonnages estimated by the corps for the period 1950-54, 
we see that use of the Port Allen lock on an improved alternate route 
would have meant a savings of $535,000 yearly to shippers. The ex- 
pected increase in traffic would cause these savings to amount to 
$1,069,000 annually by 1961, if the alternate route improvement were 
in use. 

We have not even tried to estimate the losses to shippers which 
result because of the delays encountered in navigating the present 
alternate route and locking through at Plaquemine one barge at a time. 
It is apparent, however, that they are considerable. 

The economies resulting from this new waterway will be enjoyed by 
industry and commerce over a wide area of the Nation. The alternate 
route is a vital link between two of the major producing and consuming 
areas of the Nation—the upper Mississippi, Ohio, and Missouri River 
areas on the one hand, and the rich raw-material-producing areas of 
the gulf Southwest on the other. Ease and economy in large-scale 
movement of industrial cargo is essential to the trade between these 
areas. While we believe that inadequacies of the route at present 
restrict not only its volume, but also the variety of its traffic, it is 
interesting to note that even at present there is a wide variety of 
products moving over the alternate route, as shown in exhibit H. 
There is a heavy concentration of petroleum and chemical products, 
and thousands of tons of agricultural products, lumber, minerals, 
metals, and machinery also moving over this water system. 

Gentlemen, there simply is no lack of evidence as to the increasing 
importance of completing as soon as possible this alternate route im- 
provement project. This was a project that was more than justified 
when it was authorized in 1946, 10 years ago. From the standpoint 
of local cooperation, the State of Louisiana and its subdivisions have 
fulfilled, and are fulfilling, their obligations to the Federal Government 
in the matter of local assurances on this project. My own port com- 
mission is now nearing the completion of $12,500,000 in new public 
port facilities at the northern terminus of the improvement route. 
To do this, we sold $12,500,000 in revenue bonds, backed by the full 
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faith and credit of the State of Louisiana. Others here today will 
explain briefly the extent of local interest cooperation in other fields. 

You will recall that 2 years ago, first construction funds in amount 
of $750,000 were granted by the Congress for this project. Last year, 
the Congress appropriated $1,500,000 for the project, and I believe 
that the budget estimate for this year is $4,500,000. In view of the 
fact that construction should now enter its major phase of lock con- 
struction, and in view of the importance from the national traffic 
standpoint of completing the improvement with all the speed that 
economy considerations will allow, I would like to recommend that 
you gentlemen consider an appropriation somewhat higher than the 
budget request, something in the neighborhood of $6 million. 

Thank you, gentlemen, for your courtesy. 

Mr. Morrison. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
next two witnesses will be very brief. Mr. Chauvin Wilkinson, who 
is also a member and president of the Baton Rouge Port Association, 
wil be the next witness. 


STATEMENT OF P. CHAUVIN WILKINSON 


Mr. Wiikinson. My name is Chauvin Wilkinson, and I am ap- 
pearing here in behalf of the Greater Baton Rouge Port Association, 
a nonprofit group of businessmen who support waterways projects 
and the efforts of the Greater Baton Rouge Port Commission. I also 
am a member of the West Baton Rouge Parish Police Jury, our form 
of county governing body. Privately, 1 am a sugar planter and live- 
stock breeder. 

The association of which I am president has moved in every way 
possible in the last 4 years to assist those legally responsible to the 
Federal Government for furnishing the local assurances of cooperation 
on the alternate route, Morgan City to Plaquemine, improvement 
project. 

Because of the presentation by Mr. Ernest D. Wilson of the com- 
pelling reasons for early completion of this project from the standpoint 
of national benefits, 1 will limit my brief remarks to a summary of 
the present status of local cooperation on the alternate-route project. 

The port commission and the State department of public works 
have combined forces, gentlemen, to assure that all the requirements 
of the Federal Government for local interest and cooperation have 
been met. ‘The rights-of-way have been furnished far in advance of 
their need. 

The State of Louisiana, in early 1955, appropriated the sum of 
$680,000 to be used in the acquisition of some 27,000 acres needed by 
the Federal Government for permanent channel area or temporary 
spoils easements. ‘This chart shows the present status of the right-of- 
way acquisition. To date, 21,438 acres have been acquired, either by 
purchase or by donation. In addition, negotiations have been com- 
pleted, but not signed, to acquire 1,724 additional acres. Additional 
expropriation suits are in process covering 987 acres. This means 
that negotiations have not been completed on only 2,851 acres out of 
the original 27,000. Of the $680,000 made available for this purpose 
by the State of Louisiana, $462,776 has been spent or encumbered 
for suits in process, which leaves $167,234 available to acquire the 
remaining acreage. 
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When you consider that the State is spending $680,000 for rights-of- 
way acquisition, and that the State, through its agency, the Greater 
Baton Rouge Port Commission, has spent some $12,500,000 for the 
construction of public facilities at the northern terminus of the canal, 
it is apparent that the cooperation of the people of the area is excellent 
and fully forthcoming. 

Gentlemen, this project already is well under way. The Corps of 
Engineers has let three contracts for dredging, shown in red on this 
map of the project, totaling some 11.9 miles. <A fourth contract, for 
the railroad bridge at Morley, has been let under the supervision of the 
corps, and this work will be complete in a few months. Its location 
is shown on the map in green. lt is our hope that the major work of 
providing the new lock at Port Allen can begin with the appropriation 
for the coming year. 

In view of the progress made to date, and because of the importance 
of replacing the obsolete facility, I respectfully urge you gentlemen 
to recommend in your bill the appropriation of adequate funds to carry 
the work to early completion. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Morrison. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
the next witness is Mr. Watts, who is director of the department of 
public works for the State of Louisiana. 


STATEMENT OF CALVIN T. WATTS 


Mr. Warts. The department of public works is the planning agency 
of the State government, and has the responsibility of formulating 
plans for proper development of the resources of the State. One of 


its most important duties is the improvement and extension of 
Louisiana’s inland waterway system. In carrying out these duties, 
the department maintains close liaison with the Corps of Engineers, 
United States Army, who are engaged in similar work in the gulf 
coastal area. Through the medium of this brief, it seeks to obtain 
adequate appropriations from Congress to energetically prosecute 
construction of the modified Plaquemine-Morgan City route (Port 
Allen-Morgan City) of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, La. 
Navigation is of utmost importance to Louisiana because it is a 
maritime State with access to the ports of the world; because it is 
situated at the hub of the most extensive inland waterway system 
in the world, where the 6,903 miles of the Gulf Intracoastal and 
Warrior-Tombigbee Waterways and the 12,351 miles of the Mississippi 
River system link the resources of the gulf coast with the industrial 
centers of Northern, Midwestern, and Eastern United States, and 
because locally, the 7,500 miles of navigable waterways within 
Louisiana constitute one of her most valuable assets, for the majority 
of these streams traverse the marshes and lowlands where most of the 
State’s mineral wealth is found, and provide the most practical means 
of developing the resources of an otherwise inaccessible area. 
Congressional authorization for modification of the Plaquemine- 
Morgan City route of the Intracoastal Waterway was obtained on 
July 24, 1946, and provides for enlargement of the existing channel 
to dimensions of 12 by 125 feet from Morgan City to Indian Village; 
constructing 18 miles of new channel of the same dimensions from 
Indian Village to the Mississippi River at Port Allen; and constructing 
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a new lock at Port Allen. The latest estimated cost of the authorized 
work is $29 million, of which $2,250,000 has been appropriated by 
Congress. Nearly 5 miles of channel excavation are now under 
contract as well as the railroad bridge at Morley, La. Navigation 
interests consider this canal equally as important as the main stem 
Intracoastal Waterway. 

The existing route provides a short cut for commerce between the 
Mississippi Valley above Baton Rouge and the Louisiana and Texas 
gulf coasts, saving 151 miles in distance over the route through New 
Orleans which otherwise must be used. However, the shallow and 
tortuous channel and the small and obsolete lock at Plaquemine re- 
strict the use of this waterway to the smaller craft, and the benefits 
of the short route are not available to the larger equipment used in 
navigation of the Mississippi River and the main stem Intracoastal 
Waterway. The modified route will remove these restrictions and 
increase the savings in distance to 160 miles. 

Construction of this project did not commence until after 8 years 
had elapsed from the time of authorization. During the period of 
delay, commerce over the Mississippi River and the Sabine- Mississippi 
section of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway increased approximately 
2% times, while that over the Plaquemine-Morgan City section, con- 
necting these two great waterw ay systems and offering the advantages 
of a short, direct route between western and northern points has 
actually decreased, as shown in the following tabulation. 


| Tons of commerce ! 
Waterway section Gp ee uncon pa 


1946 | 1954 | Increase 


Mississippi River Swi iP 


New Orleans-Baton Rouge.-....---- i: 14, 469, 000 | 87, 117, 000 | 22, 648, 000 
Intracoastal Waterway ee |-- | 
Sabine-M ississippi-- ‘ 11, 215, 000 | 


23. 000 | 12. 164. 000 
Plaquemine-Morgan City 1, 533, 000 | "+ 


379, 
522, 000 —11, 000 





1 From Waterborne Commerce of the United States, 1954, U. S. Corps of Engineers. 

If the existing route had been adequate, traffic over it would have 
increase in proportion to that over the Mississippi River system and 
the Intracoastal Waterway. This means that an additional 5,000 
trips would have been made on the Plaquemine-Morgan City route 
in 1954, saving from 1 to 2 days per trip over the longer, congested 
route through New Orleans. An additional 2 million tons of com- 
merce would also have been transported over the canal, saving 160 
miles in distance, or about $800,000 in transportation cost. 

The increase in inland waterway transportation equipment is 
illustrated by the following figures for the Mississippi River system 
and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway: 


Number of towboats 

Tot il _ rsepower 

A verage horse power per tow boat 
um a r of barge 

otal capacity 

Average capacity per barge 
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These figures clearly show the growth of inland waterway trans- 
portation on the affected waterways, and the pronounced trend 
toward larger and more powerful equipment. This trend is the 
principal reason for failure of the Plaquemine-Morgan City route to 
carry its share of the increased traffic. The facilities offered by the 
exisiing canal cannot accommodate modern waterway equipment, 
and are now completely obsolete. 

Beyond question, early completion of this project will result in 
great savings in transportation time and money. ‘The improvements 
are vitally necessary to promote the welfare of interstate and local 
commerce, and the Department of Public Works therefore requests 
the Congress to make available $4,500,000 as recommended by the 
Bureau of the Budget for continued and orderly prosecution of the 
work during the fiscal year 1957. 

Mr. Morrison. I would like the record to show that Mr. Dalton 
Brown, a member of the Baton Rouge Port Commission, is also 
present and urgés approval of this and I, on behalf of these gentlemen, 
and as a Member of Congress from the Sixth District of Louisiana, 
and this is right in the middle of this district, want to urge favorable 
consideration of this appropriation as requested. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Mr. Morrison, and gentlemen. 


RECLAMATION PROJECTS 
WITNESS 


WILLIAM E. WELSH, SECRETARY-MANAGER, NATIONAL RECLAMA- 
TION ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Krrwan. All right, Mr. Welsh, proceed. 

Mr. Weusu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
appreciate the fact that you are a bit short on time, and I would 
like the privilege of submitting my statement and having you insert 
it in the record and then it will only take me just a little bit of time 
for comment. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right, it will be inserted in the record. Proceed. 

(The above-referred-to statement follows:) 


My name is William E. Welsh. Iam secretary-manager of the National Recla- 
mation Association, a position which I have held for the past 7 years. 

This association, with membership in the 17 Western States, will hold its 25th 
annual meeting at Salt Lake City this fall. The primary interest of the associa- 
tion, since it was organized in 1932 in Salt Lake City, has been to foster and pro- 
mote and to keep alive the program of reclamation development throughout the 
West. Approximately two-thirds of the members of the association are officers 
and directors of irrigation districts, canal companies, and other types of water-user 
organizations representing a large percentage of the irrigated lands of the West. 
These people are also vitally interested in all of the problems which confront 
western irrigation farmers. 


IMMEDIATE OBJECTIVES AND RESOLUTIONS 


The objectives of the association are set forth each year in the resolutions 
adopted at the annual meeting. There were four resolutions adopted at the last 
annual meeting held in Lincoln, Nebr., which deal with subjects that are of concern 
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to this committee. Resolution No. 2 (authorization and appropriations for con- 
tinued reclamation program) sets forth in a very comprehensive manner the overall 
objectives of the association and at the same time emphasizes the importance of 
continuing with reclamation development in the West. Resolution No. 7 deals 
with the subject of supplemental water on existing areas. A good many of the 
reclamation projects included in the budget recommendations for fiscal year 1957 
are designed to provide supplemental water for existing projects. Resolution No. 
10 (adequate appropriations for water development) sets forth the various phases 
of water-resource development requiring Federal appropriations and urges the 
support of these items before the committees of the Comarete. Resolution No. 14 
deals with appropriations for reclamation planning and stresses the importance of 
this phase of our water-resource development. All of these resolutions are 
attached to this statement. 


AGRICULTURAL SURPLUSES AND THE NEED FOR RECLAMATION 


In thinking about reclamation today perhaps the first question we should con- 
sider is, ‘‘Do we need reclamation when we already have agricultural surpluses 
when we are producing more than we can consume?” 

There are some facts in connection with our agricultural production and the 
requirements of our rapidly increasing population that may not be generally 
understood. First, agricultural surpluses are only temporary; second, reclama- 
tion projects require years to complete; third, more than 1 million acres of land 
are taken out of agricultural production every year; fourth, reciamation projects 
produce only a smail percentage of our surplus crops; and fifth, our population is 
increasing at a tremendous rate. 

Now to take up the first point. Agricultural surpluses, although serious today, 
are only temporary. Dr. B. T. Shaw, Administrator, Agricultural Research 
Service, Department of Agriculture, has testified before the House Subcommittee 
on Agricultura: Appropriations on this subject on several occasions. A year ago 
he told the committee that we could expect to reach a balance between the pro- 
duction and consumption of agricultural products by 1962, and possibly by 1960 
or 1959. He gave virtually the same time period when he appeared before the 
committee again this year. 

Dr. Shaw also told the committee a year ago that if we were to consume 156 
pounds of red meat per person annually, which was the consumption in 1954, our 
increased population in 1962 would require ‘‘some 35 million acres more land to 
grow feed.”’ He also stated that our agricultural surpluses represented the pro- 
duction of about 5 percent of our harvested croplands, or approximately 17 million 
acres. 

It is generally agreed that one bad crop vear such as we experienced during the 
thirties could wipe out most of these surpluses. 

Dr. Shaw, as head of the Agricultural Research Service, is undoubtedly in a 
better position than anyone else in the United States to have available to him 
the information necessary to make such determinations. His official statement, 
in January of this year, to the House Agricultural Appropriations Committee to 
the effect that we will reach a balance between production and consumption of 
agricultural products by 1960, is the latest and most authentic information 
available as to the duration of our agricultural surpluses.! 

The second facter to consider is that reclamation projects require many years 
to complete. Projects authorized now will not be completed and the lands to be 
irrigated under those projects will not be brought into agricultural production 
within less than 5 years and more often 10 years or longer. In fact, with some of 
the Jarger projects, it will be 25 years before they are completed. This fact is 
well established by past experience. 

Third, good land is being taken out of agricultural production at the rate of 
more than 1,300,000 acres per year. The Soil Conservation Service under the 
direction of Donald Williams, Administrator, completed a nationwide survey last 


1 House hearings, Department of Agriculture Appropriations for fiscal year 1957, pt. 2, pp. 329-331. 
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August which reveaJed the alarming rate at which good farmland is being taken 
out of agricultural production for the following reasons: 
Acres 
Municipal expansion, suburban development, airports, industrial and 
military establishments, highways, etc 
Tree planting 


1, 300, 000 
(This is not the total but only the good farmland that is being 
taken out of agricultural production for other purposes.) 
A bulletin by the Soil Conservation Service entitled “Land Facts’ 
also shows farmlands being lost from agricultural] production as 
follows: 
Soil erosion 400, 000 
Waterlogging, salting, sediment deposition, etc 
500, 000 


Total 1, 800, 000 


The latter 500,000 acres may not all be good farmland. 

On the basis of 2 acres per person this means that we are losing enough good 
farmland every year to feed about three-quarters of a million people. 

Fourth, Federal reclamation produces only a very small percentage of our 
principal surplus crops. For instance: 

Wheat: Less than 2 percent. 
Upland cotton: About 6.5 percent. 
Corn: About one-third of 1 percent. 
Tobacco: None. 

Rice: Less than 1 percent. 

Fifth, our population is increasing at the rate of 2,800,000 annually and that 
rate is accelerating each year. Present estimates for 1975 are from 214 to 221 
million and some estimates are as high as 228 million. And that is only 19 years 
away. 

From the foregoing, it is evident that agricultural surpluses will disappear long 
before most reclamation projects now being authorized are brought into agri- 
cultural production. In view of this information, it is little wonder that be. 
Shaw, who is in a real position to know, says that our surpluses are only tem- 
porary and that we will reach a balance by 1960. 

Dr. Shaw has also told the committee on previous occasions that if we are to 
make available our present high standard of living to our 1975 population we will 
require 6 million additional acres over and above what can be done to increase our 
production per acre through research and improved agricuJtural methods. And 
that, gentlemen, is more land than the Bureau of Reclamation has brought under 
irrigation during its half century of operations. 

If we are to meet the problem presented by our growing population and our 
diminishing farm acreage, we must prepare now. Reclamation will help to meet 
that problem. 


RECLAMATION A SOUND INVESTMENT 


Reclamation is more than an expenditure; it is an investment. 

The records show that the total cost of reclamation to date, including plant, 
property and equipment, has been $2,700 million. To offset this investment the 
water users have repaid $117 million, while the power users have repaid $257 
million. By far the largest return to the Federal Government, however, is in the 
form of income taxes and other taxes paid by the people who are living on reclama- 
tion projects and in communities and areas which are supported and maintained 
by those projects. The total Federal taxes paid to date out of new wealth created 
by reclamation is estimated at $4,500 million. Thus, the total return to the 
Federal Government from all sources in connection with the reclamation program 
exceeds $4,800 million. This is 60 percent more than the amount invested in 
reclamation, and in this connection I would remind you that the major projects, 
both power and irrigation, which are making a substantial return now have been 
completed and in operation only a very few years. 

Yes, reclamation is a good investment. It repays its cost to the Federal Govern- 
ment many times over. It is constructive and forward looking. It adds to the 
strength and wealth of our Nation. It creates homes and opportunities for our 
people. 

History may well record the enactment of the National Reclamation Act 
signed by President Theodore Roosevelt on June 17, 1902, along with the passage 
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of the homestead law signed by President Abraham Lincoln on May 20, 1862, 
as two of the greatest legislative enactments for the building and development 
of our Nation ever adopted by the Federal Congress. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


In view of the importance of continued reclamation development to the western 
half of the United States and the extent to which it will assist in meeting the 
future requirements of our rapidly increasing population, we strongly urge ap- 
proval of the various items for reclamation as recommended by the Bureau of 
the Budget for the fiscal year 1957. In a few instances some of our Members in 
Western States are disappointed over the amount that was recommended by the 
Budget Bureau but as a general proposition the budget recommendations are 
quite satisfactory to the West as a whole particularly as they relate to the con- 
struction program. 

General investigations.—We wish to emphasize particularly the importance of 
a continued program of general investigations. The future of reclamation will 
be determined almost entirely by the amount of money that is made available for 
this purpose. Any drastic cut in the appropriations for genera] investigations, 
especially for any extended period of time, would have the effect of cutting off 
reclamation at its very source. 

The following tabulation shows the amount of money appropriated for general 
investigations for the Missouri River Basin and for the area outside the Missouri 
Basin and the total amount for the entire West for the past 6 years, together 
with the amount recommended by the Bureau of the Budget for the fiscal year 
1957. 


Funds available for general investigation, Bureau of Reclamation 


| 
Outside Missouri | 
Basin 


Missouri Basin | 


$7, 577, 000 | $5, 635, 000 $13, 212, 000 
5, 928, 000 4, 500, 000 | 10, 428, 000 
4, 850, 000 4, 000, 000 | 8, 850, 000 
2, 275, 186 3, 000, 000 | 5, 275, 186 
2, 550, 136 3, 559, 000 6, 109, 136 
2, 915, 000 | 5, 104, 000 | 8, 019, 000 

1 3, 105, 000 | 1 5, 680, 000 18, 785, 000 


1 Recommended by Bureau of the Budget. 


It will be observed that general investigations was seriously reduced during the 
period from 1951 to 1954 inclusive and that since that time it is being gradually 
restored. We believe this item should be increased to about $10 million for the 
entire West and that it should remain fairly constant. 

I am sure that the members of this committee appreciate fully the fact that a 
general investigation program cannot be carried forward successfully on a stop- 
and-go basis. Trained engineers who are skilled in this work and who are familiar 
with reclamation are hard to get. In fact, just a few days ago I discussed this 
very question with Mr. E. O. Larson, regional director of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion at Salt Lake City. Mr. Larson is one of the oldtime engineers with the 
Bureau and is rated as one of the best men in the organization. He related to me 
some of the difficulties that are being encountered at the present time in getting 
and keeping young engineers with the Bureau of Reclamation. Private industry 
is making very attractive offers. In some instances they have gone before a 
graduating class of engineers at Western universities ane one company has 
offered to take the entire class with salary offers better than those offered by 
the Bureau of Reclamation. The Bureau of Reclamation today is not getting 
very many of the younger engineers. If they are going to keep the oldtimers 
they must be able to give assurance that there is permanency to a job with the 
Bureau. In view of this situation, we strongly urge that this committee continue 
to increase the funds available for this purpose over the next year or two until the 
total amount reaches a figure of $10 million and that that be made permanent 
as long as the need exists. 

Respectfully submitted. 

WiiuraM E. WEtsn, 
Secretary- Manager. 
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ResoLuTion No. 2—AUTHORIZATION AND APPROPRIATIONS For CONTINUED 
RECLAMATION PROGRAM 


Whereas it is an indisputable fact that water is the lifeblood of municipal, 
agricultural, and industrial existence; and 

Whereas remaining undeveloped water supplies are limited in amount, erratic 
in availability, requiring major storage for control, and located long distances 
from necessary points of use; and 

Whereas continuous conservation, development, and utilization of the water 
resources of the States of this Nation are necessary to the growth of the Nation 
and must keep pace with the increase in population and with the needs of the 
Nation; and 

Whereas the reclamation States will provide expanding markets for Eastern 
goods and be called upon to absorb a large share of the increase in population in 
the United States for years to come because of the location of needed and newly 
discovered raw materials in the area and the ever-present necessity for the de- 
centralizing of industry in the interst of national defense; and 

Whereas the Federal Government, since its inception, has recognized its 
responsibility in the support of improvement resulting in public benefits, including 
the Reclamation Act of 1902 and subsequent legislation relating to the 
development and construction of major multiple-purpose water-use projects; and 

Whereas planning and construction of projects for such conservation, develop- 
ment, and utilization must be carried forward in keeping with the increasing 
needs of the Nation, and on a feasible local and national economic basis; and 

Whereas the development of plans and the construction of basinwide projects 
for the full use of a water resource is a difficult, complicated, time-consuming 
process, sometimes requiring decades of effort; and 

Whereas basinwide multiple-use projects frequently involve many States 
having common interests in interstate streams; and 

Whereas the magnitude and necessity for multiple-use basinwide developments 
within the framework and limitations prescribed by interstate compacts and 
State laws require joint action by the States involved and the full unanimous 
support of all reclamation States; and 

Whereas it is obvious that the entire reclamation program is currently under 
the most serious and threatening attack of its 53-year history; and 

Whereas this attack, especially in recent months, has tended to cloud, mis- 
construe, and ignore basic facts and knowledge gained through careful 
investigations and past experience; and 

Whereas if the great local, regional, and national benefits from reclamation 
are to be realized, those interested in such benefits must make every effort to 
resolve any differences in the interest of the full development of the national 
water and power resources; and 

Whereas provision for the continuance of human existence and improvement 
of the American standard of living fostered by reclamation and development of 
the Nation’s natural resources for the use of the people have been and are still 
being the subject of unwarranted attacks by special interest groups directed 
against major reclamation projects: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That— 

1. The National Reclamation Association vigorously reaffirms its position in 
support of the basic principles of reclamation accepted as national policy for more 
than 50 years, namely, the use of interest-free money for the irrigation features, 
the use of power revenues on a feasible economic basis to help pay the cost of 
reclamation, and the inherent right and obligation of the people of the reclamation 
States with the assistance of the Federal Government to develop fully their water 
and power resources in accordance with applicable interstate compacts and the 
water laws of the respective States, which are and should be binding on the United 
States in the development of water resources. 

2. The reclamation States, through the directors of the National Reclamation 
Association, be urged to maintain closed ranks and vigorously and unanimously 
support a reclamation program designed to fully develop the land and water re- 
sources of the reclamation States within the limit of available water supplies. 

3. The officers of the National Reclamation Association be urged to continue 
vigorously their constructive program of information relating to reclamation to 
counteract irresponsible and unwarranted attacks on reclamation generally and on 
specific water development programs by selfish and special-interest groups, through 
a fearless and factual presentation of the truth. 
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4. The officers of the National Reclamation Association bring to the attention 

of the President and Congress the extent to which the national welfare and avail- 
able expanding markets will be impaired and curtailed if the Federal reclamation 
program is not expanded. 
5. The officers of the National Reclamation Association bring to the attention 
of the President and the Congress the urgent need for authorization of new proj- 
ects, now pending before Congress, and potential projects justifiable under the 
law which will develop, control, conserve, and utilize the water resources of the 
reclamation States. 

6. The officers of the National Reclamation Association urge the Secretary of 
the Interior to continue to exercise the authority of his office and his vigorous 
personal support of approved reclamation projects by appropriate representations 
to the Bureau of the Budget and appearances before the Congress and its various 
committees. 


RESOLUTION No. 7—SurpPLEMENTAL WATER PROJECTS 


Whereas in many localities throughout the West, established farming areas are 
facing curtailment of their future operations by reason of deficient or failing water 
supplies; and 

Whereas in such communities hundreds of millions of dollars of investment are 
in jeopardy: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the National Reclamation Association, reaffirming its past ex- 
pressed policy, urges that careful consideration be given in the preparation of 
investigations and reports by all Federal, State, and local agencies to projects 
that will furnish supplemental water to areas now inadequately supplied. 


RESOLUTION No. 10—AbDEQUATE APPROPRIATIONS FOR WATER DEVELOPMEN1 


Whereas the primary objective of the National Reclamation Association is the 
complete development of the land and water resources of the West: and 

Whereas the accomplishment of this objective calls for adequate appropriations 
by the Congress: Now therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the National Reclamation Association hereby directs its officers 
to support before the Congress requests for sufficient appropriations to: 

(a) Permit the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers to continue 
progressive construction programs in consonance witu the needs therefore; 

(b) Support acceleration of the Forest Service program of revegetation, water- 
shed restoration, range improvements, and physical improvements of national 
forests; 

(c) Support and continue the snow surveys and streamflow forecasting of the 
Department of Agriculture; 

(d) Permit prompt and continuing acquisition, publication, and distribution by 
the Geological Survey of basic data respecting both streamflow and ground- 
water resources throughout the Nation; 

(e) Permit completion of standard topographic mapping of the United States, 
if possible, by the year 1970; 

(f) Support and accelerate the program of the Soil Conservation Service to 
provide more adequate assistance to the soil-conservation districts; 

(g) Support research, investigation, and action programs in soil and water con- 
servation, basic and essential to the sound development and full continued care 
of the Nation’s land and water resources basinwide and in harmony with multiple- 
use projects development; 

(h) Support the land capability inventory to be completed as soon as practicable; 

(i) Support collection and dissemination of basic meteorological data by the 
United States Weather Bureau; be it further 

Resolved, That the various affected States are urged to give full support to the 
foregoing program. 


RESOLUTION No. 14—APPROPRIATIONS FOR RECLAMATION PLANNING 


Whereas reclamation development requires sound planning and investigation 
ahead of the actual construction of projects; and 

Whereas the rate of planning of such work is lagging behind the rate of con- 
struction: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the National Reclamation Association urge and actively work 
for an annual appropriation adequate to carry on needed planning of reclamation 
projects by the Bureau of Reclamation. 
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Mr. Wexsu. First, I want to express to you gentlemen, on behalf 
of the members of our association—and they come from out West—our 
appreciation for the consideration which this committee has given to 
reclamation over a long period of years. Some of you have served on 
this committee a long time. Your work is well known to the people 
in the West and they appreciate and I appreciate the consideration 
you have given to our program. 

‘Today we are supporting the recommendations of the Bureau of the 
Budget. There are 1 or 2 instances where our members may feel that 
they would like to have had a little bit more, but I presume that 
would always be the case, and, in general, we think that the recom- 
mendations of the Bureau of the Budget for the projects that are now 
going under construction will take care of the situation pretty well. 

I have inserted in my statement what we believe to be answers to 
an argument that has been used against the reclamation program quite 
often; that is, an agricultural surplus situation. 

Every once in a while someone asks the question: ‘‘Why spend 
money to build reclamation projects when we are already producing 
more than we can consume?” I don’t believe that it is necessary for 
me to go into that orally except perhaps to call your attention spe- 
cifically to the point raised at the bottom of page 3 and the tabulation 
on page 4. 

There is information there that may not be too generally known. 
The Soil Conservation Service made a survey last year to determine 
the amount of agricultural land that is being taken out of production 
for other purposes. This is the result that they came up with: 
1,100,000 acres for the various purposes shown at the top of page 4 
of the statement; 200,000 acres for tree planting, or a total of 1,300,000 
acres. Further, as they explained it to me when I talked to them about 
it last August, this is not the total amount of land that is being taken 
out of agricultural production; this is the good land that is being taken 
out of agricultural production every year for these purposes. 

Then this pamphlet which they publish periodically—Land Facts— 
shows that in addition to that we are losing 400,000 acres to soil 
erosion and another 100,000 acres to waterlogging, salting, sediment 
deposition, and so forth. 

Now, that last 500,000 acres may not be all good farmland—it has 
been about 2 years, I believe, since they published the last pamphlet 
of Land Facts. They expect to get out another one again this fall 
and that total might be changed somewhat but not a great deal. 

In other words, it would be safe to say that we are losing, at the 
very least, 1,300,000 acres, nearly 1,500,000 acres of good farmlands 
every year that is being taken out of agricultural production for these 
various reasons; and on the basis of 2 acres per person, that means that 
we are losing enough farmland to feed three-quarters of a million 
people. 

I think that is one section that isn’t generally understood and when 
it is taken into consideration along with the other factors affecting 
it, it isn’t any wonder that Dr. Shaw, the head of agricultural re- 
search for the Department of Agriculture, would appear before the 
Subcommittee on Agriculture Appropriations and say, as he did in 
January of this year, that we will reach a balance between agricultural 
production and the consumption of agricultural products by 1960. 
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One of the Congressmen said, ‘I had it figured 1963,” and he said, 
“T wouldn’t quarrel with you about that but it will be in that neighbor- 
hood when we reach a balance between production and consumption 
of agricultural products.” When we consider this along with the 
fact that projects that are being started now will not be brought into 
production for at least 4 or 5 years and those that are being authorized 
just now will take much longer than that; there isn’t so much of a 
conflict between our agricultural surplus situation, which is serious 
today, and the continuation of our reclamation program. 

Now, on the question of general investigations, there is set up on 
page 7 a tabulation which summarizes something with which I imagine 
you gentlemen are much more familiar than I am. It shows the 
amount that has been made available over the past 6 years for the 
Missouri River Basin and to the area outside of the Missouri River 
Basin and the total Western States. 

It went down pretty low about 3 years ago and is gradually being 
brought back up again and we appreciate that fact very much. We 
feel that it should be put somewhere around $10 million for the entire 
West and that it should be held fairly constant. 

Just this last week I spent about 4 days out in Salt Lake City and 
while there had a session with E. O. Larson, the regional director of 
the Bureau of Reclamation, one of the real oldtimers with the Bureau 
of Reclamation, a man whi is very highly regarded, and he told me 
some of the difficulties that they are encountering in getting engineers 
in the Bureau of Reclamation at this time. 

He said that they are holding some of their older engineers pretty 
well, but they are having difficulty, particularly with younger engi- 
neers, and he told me that at one of the schools there in Utah a private 
concern came in and offered to take the entire graduating class of 
engineers at better salaries than the Bureau of Reclamation is able 
to pay. 

] emphasize this because anything that is as important and as far 
reaching with the Bureau of Reclamation as the program of general 
investigations and designing, and that sort of work has to be fairly 
constant. It takes time to train men for that particular work and it 
is important that the positions be made sufficiently attractive to hold 
them once they are there. 

I haven’t been associated with the Bureau of Reclamation, but 
have been very closely associated with that work over a long period 
of years. When I first became acquainted with the Bureau way back 
in World War I days, they were regarded as one of the greatest engi- 
neering organizations that the world had ever seen, and we think it 
would be a benefit not just to the West but to the entire country if 
we try to maintain that standard within the Bureau of Reclamation. 

We think it is to the benefit of all of us to do that. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your statement? 

Mr. Weusu. Yes; thank you very much. 

Mr. JenseN. How many acres of land, Mr. Welsh, have been irri- 
gated under the Federal program? Do you know? 

Mr. We tsu. Well, the total of supplemental and new land all 
together is something over 6 million acres. 
|. Mr. Jensen. Yes, and now there is approximately 5 million acres 
that is growing vegetables, as I understand it. 
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Mr. Wetsu. Yes, quite a bit of it. 

Mr. Jensen. Now I have seen facts and figures to prove that if it 
were not for those 5 million acres of land where vegetables are grown 
that the cost of our vegetables today would be possibly 3 times 
higher than they are because of the fact that on an irrigated acre of 
land you would raise from 2% to 4 times more vegetables than you 
would on dry-land farming and I think that is a very great point in 
favor of irrigation. 

Mr. WetsuH. Well, a large percentage of our green vegetables are 
raised in the irrigated West. It grows a very, very large percentage. 

Mr. Jensen. It was a privilege to have your testimony. 


Los ANGELES HaArpor 


WITNESSES 


HON. GORDON L. McDONOUGH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. CECIL R. KING, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

C. N. PERKINS, ATTORNEY FOR LOS ANGELES HARBOR DEPART- 
MENT 

BERNARD J. CAUGHLIN, GENERAL MANAGER, LOS ANGELES 
HARBOR DEPARTMENT 

DR. E. C. SPIRES, MEMBER, BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS 


Mr. Kirwan. Congressman McDonough, you may proceed. 

Mr. McDonovueu. I realize that time is an investment here and I 
am not going to take any time on a lengthy statement. I merely will 
say that I, together wtih my colleague, Mr. King, introduced an au- 
thorization bill to provide for the funds to dredge the east basin of 
Los Angeles Harbor which provided that if the city proceeded to do 
any of the work according to the plans of the Army engineers that they 
would be reimbursed. 

The city found it necessary, because of traflic conditions, to pro- 
ceed with the dredging to the extent of some $483,000. They have 
Jaid that out. They have provided a temporary turning basin at their 
great terminal in the east basin. The Secretary of the Army informed 
me in a letter after I requested him to include it in his budget in 
this year that he would include it in the budget. It was evidently 
taken out in the Bureau of the Budget. 

The funds are needed to balance the budget of the city of Los 
Angeles and the harbor commission which operates on a very close 
budget, and we are appealing to the committee for restoration of the 
funds. 

That, briefly, is the situation, and the three gentlemen accompany- 
ing me are Mr. Perkins, an attorney for the harbor commission, Dr. 
Spires, a member of the board of harbor commissioners, and Mr. 
Caughlin, the general manager of the Los Angeles Harbor Depart- 
ment. 

Of course, I am cooperating with Mr. King, in whose district this 
project is, in the effort to obtain what I think is a very justifiable 
restoration of funds to the city of Los Angeles. 
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Mr. Jensen. Congressman, did you folks understand that this 
amount of money that the city spent would be reimbursed in due 
time ¢ 

Mr. McDonoveun. Yes, the legislation has passed the House to that 
effect. It is specified in "the authorization bill that any money will 
be returned. 

Mr. Jensen. And the Army engineers have made the request ¢ 

Mr. McDonoveu. Yes, the Secret tary of the Army informed me he 
would include the amount that had been spent in this budget. 

Mr. JensEN. It was not included in the budget / 

Mr. McDonoueu. It was not included. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you. 

Mr. Kine. I want to say that it is an obligation to pay this thing. 

Mr. Jensen. I think the officials understood that and they were 
operating on that basis. 

Mr. Botanp. When was this obligation entered into / 

Mr. Kina. It was between the harbor commission and the engineers 
that any work done by the city of Los Angeles in the harbor would be 
according to their specifications. The authorization bill provided the 
total of $896, 500. 

I think that the city has built something we are very proud of, an 
$8 million terminal, probably the finest in the world. It was dis- 
covered at the termination of the construction of the terminal, and it 
was known previous to that, that a capital ship could not turn in front 
of the terminal. It wasanuisance. The liners could not come in and 
use this beautiful thing and it would be perhaps, as we know, knowing 
Congress as we do, years before we would have the money from the 
proper source, which is Congress, inasmuch as this is a navigation 
matter; so with this arrangement the city went ahead and deepened 
the channel so as to afford egress and ingress for liners and ships to 
use this terminal. 

I thought it was well, Mr. Perkins, to say that because you might 
not finish your statement. 

Mr. Kirwan. Proceed, Mr. Perkins.. 


STATEMENT OF C. N. PERKINS 


Mr. Pernins. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is C. N. Perkins, and I am one of the attorneys for the Los 
Angeles Harbor Department. We have in Los Angeles one of the 
major ports in this country and for more than 25 years Los Angeles 
has handled the largest waterborne tonnage on the Pacific coast. 

In order for us to keep pace with the demands of commerce and 
navigation incident to the largest growth of population anywhere in 
the United States, we have had to strain our resources to the limit to 
provide facilities necessary to meet these unusual demands. We are 
self-supporting and have to look for funds out of revenues. 

We have two major problems at the present time which we desire 
to bring particularly to the attention of the committee, viz: (1) Re- 
imbursement of funds expended by the Los Angeles Harbor Depart- 
ment for dredging the east basin, Los Angeles Harbor, authorized by 
the River and Harbor Act of 1! 154, amounting to less than half a mil- 
lion dollars; and (2) Federal contribution to ‘the cost of remov ing the 
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west basin drawbridge, as provided by the Truman-Hobbs Act (33 
U. S. C. 511-523), as ordered by the Secretary of the Army June 
11, 1954. 


REIMBURSEMENT FOR EAST BASIN DREDGING 


In July of 1949, due to the demands of commerce following World 
War IT, the Los Angeles Harbor Commission filed its application with 
the United States engineers for Federal improvement of the east 
basin, Los Angeles Harbor, which was the subject of hearings held 
before the district engineer in Los Angeles and appearances by my- 
self and other representatives of the Los Angeles Harbor Department 
before the Public Works Committee of the House in 1953. As a 
result of these various hearings, congressional authorization was ob- 
tained in the River and Harbor Act of 1954, section 101, as amended 
by Public Law 314, 84th Congress, chapter 674, which provides au- 
thorization and reimbursement as follows: 

Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif.: House Document No. 161, 
83d Congress, at an estimated cost of $896,500: Provided, That the Secretary 
of the Army is hereby authorized to reimburse iocal interests for such work as 
they mar have done upon this project prior to November 7, 1953, at actual 
eost to local interests insofar as the same shall be approved by the Chief of 
Engineers and found to have been done in accordance with the project hereby 
adopted: Provided, further, That such reimbursement shall be subject to 
appropriations applicable therete or funds available therefor and shall not 
take precedence over other pending projects of higher priority for harbor im- 
provement: And provided further, That such payment shall not exceed the sum 
of $500,000. 

As a result of the demands of commerce, the city of Los Angeles 
undertook the construction of a large terminal serving oceangoing 
vessels in the east basin, which was encumbered by some 80 acres of 
shoal area which prevented the practical use of the terminal site until 
such shoal could be effectively removed. Bills had been introduced 
in February 1953, in both the House and the Senate, for authorization 
for such removal at Federal expense, which were incorporated in the 
Omnibus River and Harbor Act of 1954 above cited. As the new ter- 
minal took 3 years to build and was nearing completion and Federal 
funds had not yet been obtained, it became necessary, in order to use 
the terminal at the time it was completed in July 1953, for the city 
to advance its own funds to pay for such Federal dredging as ‘was 
considered necessary at that time in order to get the project started. 
We had this big terminal and couldn’t get ships in and out and it 
was just a worthless asset there until it could be used and that was 
the reason why we went ahead before funds were actually gotten. 
This advance amounted to the sum of $483,333.70 to pay the city’s 
dredging contractor on the contract let on competitive bidding for 
work done under the requirements of the Chief of Engineers in order 
to permit the terminal to be used. 

In addition to that half million dollars advanced, the city has 
spent out of its own funds over $300,000 to provide lands and ease- 
ments, rights-of-way, spoil disposal areas, and to provide sewers, 
water supply, and drainage and other utilities made necessary by 
this dredging, and removed and relocated small-boat facilities for 
its accommodation, without expectation of repayment. 

This dredging was only about 60 percent of that recommended by 
the Chief of Engineers, but it served the purpose as a temporary ex- 





401 


pedient in order to provide deepwater facilities at the time when 
they were urgently needed. The balance of the approved dredging 
work is not presently needed and can await the availability of Gov- 
ernment funds therefor. No Federal funds have been expended in 
Los Angeles Harbor prior to this time on dredging for some 20 
years, including maintenance dredging. There hasn't been a nickel, 
as far as we know, of Federal funds spent for this purpose in the 
past approximately 20 years. 

In order to meet the dredging contractor’s bills as they fell due, 
the Los Angeles Harbor Department had to use funds that were 
earmarked for other vitally necessary construction work that can- 
not be carried out until reimbursement has been obtained from the 
United States to cover the cost that the city has paid out in the first - 
instance. We have had to borrow from tenants to pay for certain 
needed new construction that we were obligated to provide. 

After the dredging work was completed and all bills were paid, 
the Harbor Department sent its invoice under date of December 27, 
1954, to the Office of the Chief of Engineers for a total of $483,333.70, 
with the expectation that payment therefor would be forthcoming 
in due course, in accordance with the reimbursement provision of the 
River and Harbor Act of 1954. We found, however, that due to an 
error in the completion date set forth in the original act, designated 
as July 1, 1953, it was necessary to obtain legislation extending the 
time for completion to November 7, 1953, which covered the com- 
pletion date of all items properly charged against this dredging job. 
After this amendment was passed, we anticipated that funds would 
be made available in the 1956-57 budget, but were disappointed to 
learn, when the budget was received by the Congress in January of 
this year, that no provision had been made therein to repay the city 
for the money it had laid out to accomplish this project. 

Now it is respectfully requested that an item be included in the 
current appropriation bill to cover net reimbursement, without inter- 
est, in the amount of $483,353.70. This is a small amount budgetwise, 
but it is a large item in limited city funds available for much-needed 
construction required at Los Angeles Harbor. 

A precedent has been established in at least one similar recent case 
which was enacted into law, covering dredging work done by local 
interests and thereafter reimbursed by the Federal Government under 
Public Law 161, 8ist Congress, approved May 17, 1950, for the im- 
provement of Lake Worth Inlet, Fla., House Document No. 704, 80th 
Congress, which contains practically the identical language that 
section 101 of the River and Harbor Act of 1954 contains relative to 
reimbursement, as follows: 

Provided, That the Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to reimburse 
local interests for such work as they may have done upon this project, subsequent 
to July 1, 1949, insofar as the same shall have been approved by the Chief of 
Engineers and found to have been done in accordance with the project modifica- 
tion hereby adopted: Provided further, That such payment shall not exceed the 
sum of $305,000. 

We understand that reimbursement has been made on the Florida 
project, which was more or less of a pleasure craft improvement, and 
can see no reason why reimbursement should not be provided in the 
current budget for our project, which is for deep-draft vessels engaged 
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in world commerce and trade vital to the welfare of the United States 
and of tremendous importance to the economy of the Pacific Southwest. 


GOVERN MENT CONTRIBUTION TO EXPENSE OF REMOVAL OF WEST BASIN 
DRA WBRIDGE 


As your honorable committee may be well aware, the port of Los 
Angeles is a manmade harbor, having been constructed originally 
from mud flats and dredged at great expense by the Federal Govern- 
ment. Miles of breakwater have been constructed with Federal funds, 
and vast improvements have been built by local interests, in the nature 
of wharves, docks, piers, transit sheds, and other facilities for the 
accommodation of commerce and navigation. The city has spent 
over $88 million in fixed improvements, to say nothing of the millions 
of dollars that have ben invested by the Federal Government in dredg- 
ing and breakwater construction, and the lands granted to the city 
for harbor purposes by the State of California. We are a self-sup- 
porting utility, but have not yet paid off all of the bonded indebtedness 
originally incurred for harbor development, totaling approximately 
$514 million balance due and unpaid. 

We have certain serious structural deficiencies from an operating 
standpoint which need to be remedied without delay, one of which is 
the removal of the single-span bascule-type drawbridge across the 
West Basin. This railroad bridge was constructed by the Southern 
Pacific Railroad Co. and placed in service in 1912. At that time, due 
to the small character of vessels using the draw and the shallow water 
of the West Basin inside the bridge, the structure did not present an 
unusual hazard to navigation. However, as waterborne traffic in- 
creased and the size of vessels grew from small lumber schooners and 
fish boats to large oceangoing freighters and tankers, it became ap- 
parent that the bridge presented a serious hazard to navigation and 
should be eliminated. The draw is only 161 feet wide and with ships, 
as they are presently built, up to 100 feet in beam and with a tug on 
each side taking her in and through that draw there isn’t enough reom 
to get the ships through without the hazards of being thrown against 
the abutments and damaging or wrecking the vessels. 

Records kept from 1921 to 1954 show a total of 201 marine accidents 
directly attributable to the hazardous condition presented by the 
bridge and the trestle approaches thereto. 

Upon the insistence of steamship companies, oil-tanker operators, 
and other maritime users of the West Basin, an application was made 
some 10 vears ago to the United States district engineer, Los Angeles, 
for permission to remove the West Basin drawbridge. Following 
hearings held thereon and approval by the Chief of Engineers for 
the removal of this bridge and the aproaches thereto, on the finding 
that the bridge was a menace to shipping and hazardous to the users of 
the West Basin and other waterborne traffic, the Secretary of the 
Army, under date of June 11, 1954, ordered the bridge removed under 
the provisions of section 3 of act of Congress of June 21, 1940 (33 
U.S. C. 511-523), commonly known as the Truman-Hobbs Act. The 
order to alter bridge, provides— 
complete removal of the superstructure and substructure including all metallic 
or concrete portions of the bridge to whatever depth they may extend and 
removal down to the natural bottom of all wooden portions of the bridge, in- 
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ee dolphins and approach trestle, channelward of the established pierhead 
ines. 

The Truman-Hobbs Act (33 U. S. C., sec. 516) provides for an ap- 
oortionment of the cost of removal at the time the Secretary author- 
izes the bridge owner to proceed with such removal, and that the 
Secretary of the Army shall determine and specify the total cost of 
the project to be borne by the United States, the bridge owner, and 
other interested parties, such as the city of Los Angeles in this case. 

Immediately upon service of the order of June 11, 1954, both the 
Southern Pacific Railroad Co. and the city of Los Angeles set u 
funds to cover their respective portions of the cost of such removal, 
amounting to some $600,000 on the part of the city of Los Angeles and 
some $300,000 on the part of the railroad plus $78,000 a year for in- 
creased operating costs. 

We understand that the portion of the total cost to be borne by the 
United States has been fixed at the sum of $245,000 or thereabouts. 

Therefore, for the past 2 years both the railroad and the city have 
been prepared to proceed with the removal of the structure and the 
realinement of trackage around the West Basin to take care of rail 
traffic that must be rerouted when the bridge is removed, but Federal 
funds have not yet been made available to carry the Government’s 
share of the cost, estimated at less than a quarter of a million dollars. 

While waiting for Federal funds to be made available, on September 
28, 1955, a large freighter, operated by Pope & Talbot Co., standing 
out through the bridge opening, struck the bridge structure, causing 
heavy damage thereto and rendering the same inoperable, so that 
since that time the bridge leaf has been standing open in a nearly 
vertical position. It is not considered safe to lower the bridge because 
of the damage to the structure upon which the bridge leaf rests and 
if it were to fall it would be apt to block the channel entrance to the 
West Basin. 

There is also a question of liability now that the bridge has been 
determined to be an unreasonable obstruction to navigation. Ifa ship 
comes along and strikes it and is damaged, the ship can sue us, the 
City, or can sue the railroad company, but we can’t take it out until 
the Federal Government comes along with its proportion of the cost 
of removal. That is the position we are in. 

It is not the intention of the Southern Pacific Co. to spend a sizable 
sum in repairing the bridge at this time, because the Army has already 
ordered the bridge removed, and it is therefore uneconomic to repair 
it. Aga result of this condition, rail service to the outer harbor, in- 
cluding certain Federal installations such as Fort MacArthur, has 
been routed around the west basin over inadequate trackage, and 
the bridge remains a hazard to navigation because of the condition of 
the bridge leaf and the fact that the trestle approaches on each side 
of the entrance channel to the west basin are partially blocking the 
narrow entrance. This is not only hindering the use of existing fa- 
cilities in the west basin but renders further improvement impractical 
until the drawbridge is removed. The width is 161 feet and is too 
narrow for barges or large vessels. When removed it will widen the 
entrance to west basin to 600 feet. It has become intolerable to 
shippers and navigators alike because of the failure of the Government 
to provide the relatively small sum necessary to permit the removal 
work to get started. Since all that is necessary is the inclusion of 
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3245,000 in the current appropriation bill to cover the Government’s 
portion of the cost of this vitally necessary project, we urge your 
honorable committee to include an item to cover this purpose in the 
bill now undergoing consideration here. We were hopeful that the 
1956-57 budget would contain the item mentioned, but, like the dredg- 
ing reimbursement provision, it was apparently overlooked in the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

A photograph submitted to the subcommittee herewith depicts the 
narrow passage that the vessels must negotiate at the present time, 
which discourages the use of two Navy shipyards including the Todd 
shipyard, several oil terminals, banana loading docks, and numerous 
other facilities, by operators of oceangoing ships who are fearful that 
their vessels may sustain heavy damage by being forced into the bridge 
leaf or the abutments by the action of winds, currents, and so forth. 

We recently lost one shipment of some 200,000 tons of cargo because 
the shipper would not take his ship through that opening and deliver 
the cargo into the west basin. 

Since these projects have been dragging now for as long as 10 years 
and further delay is jeopardizing world commerce, we earnestly re- 
quest this committee to take such action as may be necessary here to 
include in the current budget the amount required to cover reimburse- 
ment for our cost of Federal dredging and the Government’s estimated 
share of drawbridge removal expense. 

I would like to show this committee briefly here a photograph of a 
ship going through this drawbridge, which is of interest to indicate 
how narrow the passage is. 

It shows this damaged bridge. Here is the bridge leaf up in the air. 
Here is a part of the cargo boom of the vessel that struck it and that 
is the condition it is in today. 

Here is the span in the air and you can see it there. Here is one 
showing how the bridge rests and the bridge is considered unsafe to 
lower and it just stands in the air. It has been that way for some 
8 months. 

Mr. Pumps. Who owns the bridge? 

Mr. Perkins. The bridge was built by the Southern Pacific Co. but 
it is an obstruction to the navigable channel so the Government has 
an interest in it and I have a map here to show you gentlemen where 
the bridge is. It is marked here and if you look closely you can see 
this. 

We had to dredge out in here so a ship could come in here and turn. 
That was the reason why we had to use such funds as were available— 
our own funds at that time—in order to get that dredging accom- 
plished and get that terminal in use. It is in use today. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your statement ? 

Mr. Perkins. Yes. 

We have two witnesses who will refer out of consideration for your 
limitation on time and we are merely filing their statements, if that is 
all right. 

Mr. Kirwan. We will insert them at the end of your hearing. 

Mr. Jensen. Does the Justice Department agree the Federal Gov- 
ernment has an obligation here ? 

Mr. Perkins. Frankly, I cannot answer your question because I 
haven’t consulted them. We have spent the money. 

Mr. Jensen. I mean on the bridge. 





405 


Mr. Perkins. I believe so, because the Truman-Hobbs Act is self- 
operating, as I understand it. As soon as the Secretary of the Army 
finds, as a fact, that the bridge is an unreasonable obstruction to navi- 
gation and orders to take it out, then the act operates to place an obli- 
gation on the Government to contribute a certain share. 

I will submit for the record a copy of the order designating the 
Truman-Hobbs Act. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 

Mr. Perkins. If the committee is interested in the language of the 
act, I think I have it here, an excerpt from title 33, section 516, United 
States Code. 

Mr. Pures. Give us the citation and let us review it. 

Mr. Perkins. Very well, from 511 through section 523. 

(The citation referred to is as follows:) 


Provided, That in the event the alteration or relocation of any bridge may 
be desirable for the reason that the bridge unreasonably obstructs navigation, 
but also for some other reason, the Secretary may require equitable contribution 
from any interested person, firm, association, corporation, municipality, county, 
or State desiring such alteration or relocation for such other reason, is a 
condition precedent to the making of an order for such alteration or relocation. 
The United States shall bear the balance of the cost, including that part attrib 
utable to the necessities of navigation. 


(Statements referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF BERNARD J. CAUGHLIN, GENERAL MANAGER, LOS ANGELES HARBOR 
DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, my name is Bernard J. 
Caughlin. I have been employed by the Los Angeles Harbor Department in an 
executive capacity for the past 9 years, and am presently the general manager. 
As the executive head of this utility, it is my duty to familiarize myself with 
costs of operation, revenues, fixed charges, income, expenses, and all of the 
sundry items that go to make up the operation of a business of running one of 
the major ports of the United States. I know the danger of being caught in the 
whirlpool of rising costs with limited funds available for construction purposes. 
I know the expense involved in carrying accounts for others that are due and 
unpaid. I know how hard it is to make the various services offered by our harbor 
pay their way and come out at the end of the year with enough revenue to pay 
operating costs. I know how difficult it is to raise money through bond issues 
that have to be authorized by vote of the taxpayers, which requires a two-thirds 
majority. 

The original development of Los Angeles Harbor was from the issuance of 
$30 million in bonds, the last of which were sold in 1930. These bonds have been 
a direct burden on the taxpayers of the city of Los Angeles, who have amortized 
a total of $25 million of them. Since 1925, it has been necessary for the harbor 
department to provide sufficient funds out of its revenues for all operating and 
maintenance expenses. Since the sale of the last bonds, it has also been neces- 
sary for us to provide from harbor revenues for the construction of all addi- 
tional terminal facilities that we need for the handling of cargo in this expanding 
port. 

Due to our limited funds, it has been necessary in two instances for tenants 
of the harbor department to advance sums totaling $2 million for the construc- 
tion of new facilities which were absolutely necessary to provide for the handling 
of commerce. 

We at Los Angeles Harbor now find ourselves in a position where the revenues 
acenmulated during the war years, when no maintenance could be performed, 
have been exhausted, and our present revenues will not provide enough cash 
reserve to cover maintenance, normal operating costs, and construction of new 
facilities required for the accommodation of commerce for world traders using 
our port. 

Frankly, gentlemen, we now find ourselves with nearly half a million dollars 
of our harbor revenue funds tied un in advances made for the account of the 
Federal Government for the proceeding with an authorized dredging project in 
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accordance with the requirements of the Chief of Engineers and approved by 
the River and Harbor Act of 1954, section 101, as amended, authorizing reim- 
bursement to local interests for such work done prior to November 7, 1953. 

As Mr. Perkins has previously stated, the construction of a marine terminal 
in the east-basin area was imperative to handle the increased cargo of the port 
and the construction thereof was commenced only after we had been led to 
believe that the Federal Government, as it had in the past, would undertake the 
dredging of this area prior to the completion of the terminal. When the com- 
pletion date of the terminal approached and the dredging had not been done by 
the Federal Government, we then found it necessary, in order to fully utilize this 
modern terminal devoted to commerce (which incidentally cost in excess of $8 
million to construct), to proceed with the dredging of the area. Due to further 
increased volume of cargo moving through the port, we are presently constructing 
an additional transit shed in this immediate area. 

Contract for the dredging was let to the lowest regular responsible bidder after 
advertised sealed bids had been taken, and the dredging was then performed in 
accordance with the requirements of the United States Army engineers. 

When the job was completed and in accordance with the reimbursement pro- 
vision authorized by Congress, we invoiced the Chief of Engineers in the amount 
of $483,333.70, covering the out-of-pocket expense, and found that no Federal 
funds were available for repayment to us. We then found out that the original 
authority contained a date error that had to be corrected by legislation in the 
next Congress, extending the time for completion from July to November 1953 
and that amendment passed the Congress. We then requested, through our 
Representatives in Congress, that the sum mentioned be included in the budgetary 
requests for the fiscal year 1956-57, and were informed that the Secretary of the 
Army had made such request. When the budget was presented to Congress in 
January, we were greatly disappointed to find that the item we expected was not 
contained therein, and unless some action by this subcommittee is taken to rein- 
state a sum not to exceed $500,000 for public works to cover this item, we will 
have to carry this account as due and unpaid on our books, which we can ill 
afford to do at this time. We feel that this is an obligation of the Federal 
Government that should be paid, like any other outstanding account that has 
been approved, authorized, audited, and requested by the proper governmental 
departments having jurisdiction thereof. We are not appearing here in the 
attitude of mendicants asking for a handout, but we do feel that this is a just and 
proper expense that should be met, and we trust that this honorable subcommittee 
will recommend its inclusion in the appropriation bill now pending adoption by 
the Congress. 

With respect to the removal of the west basin drawbridge, authorized under 
the Truman-Hobbs Act and ordered out by the Secretary of the Army under date 
of June 11, 1954, copy of which order is attached hereto for ready reference, we 
desire to call the committee’s attention to the fact that the order, based upon 
thorough investigation, finds that the drawbridge is an unreasonable obstruction 
to the free navigation of the west basin (a navigable waterway of the United 
States), due to hazards to navigation and inadequate horizontal clearance 
through the bascule span of said bridge. This bridge has stood as a warning to 
navigators for the past 40 years of the dangers of threading through a narrow 
bridge opening (of about 161 feet), with a deep-draft vessel, and, the bridge 
abutments on either side have caused damage to or wrecking of over 200 vessels 
in the past 30 years. 

It has now come to the point where steamship operators decline to use the 
facilities built and operated by the city, and it is our intention to eliminate 
the hazard so that the west basin may be more fully developed to take care of 
the growing demands of world commerce. Recently a cargo movement in excess 
of 200,000 tons was lost to the port as the only desirable area for handling the 
cargo was adjacent to docks in the west basin area, and the steamship operators 
would not permit their vessels to be moved through the narrow bridge opening. 
Not only is it dangerous to the vessels, themselves, threading this narrow open- 
ing, but a terrific catastrophe might result from the collision of a heavily loaded 
oil tanker with the bridge or abutments, in view of the close proximity of marine 
oil loading terminal facilities and tank farms in the immediate vicinity. 

We have had one tanker explode and burn in June 1947 resulting in sinking 
the tanker and destroying some 600 feet of terminal facilities valued at millions 
of dollars. The bridge opening in question is situated only 300 feet from the 
marine oil loading terminal facilities of the Union Oil Co. and the Standard Oil 
Co. Both the United States district engineer at Los Angeles and the naval officer 
in charge of the port during World War II have expressed their belief that the 
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drawbridge across the entrance to the west basin has constituted a considerable 
obstruction to navigation, and free access to the area is of the utmost importance 
to the defense of the Nation in that the bridge is a menace to shipping. The 
bridge is so located that vessels entering the west basin from the main channel 
must make a 90° swing as they turn to enter the passage through the bridge. 
The slightest wind or crosscurrent will throw a vessel into the abutments and 
carry away pilings, damaging both the bridge and the vessel. The removal of 
the bridge will open the way for the development of the finest basin of the port 
of Los Angeles with new cargo terminals and facilities for handling bulk ores, 
grain, and similar commodities. 

We are now prepared to start the development of this west basin area and are 
unable to do so until the bridge is removed. 

Since the bridge span was effectively and permanently wrecked the middle of 
last year, the railroad line crossing the bridge can no longer be used because the 
bridge cannot be lowered. Since the bridge owner, the Southern Pacific Rail- 
road Co., has been ordered to remove it under the Truman-Hobbs Act, the rail- 
road will not repair it, and the only hitch in effectively removing the hazard is 
the matter of the Government’s contribution to the cost thereof, fixed by law, 
in the estimated amount of $245,000. This removal project has now been drag- 
ging for about 10 years, and unless funds are made available in the 1956-57 
budget through the efforts of this subcommittee, it is believed that the matter 
will drag on for an additional indefinite period of time. 

A photostatic copy of a letter dated March 14, 1956, from the Pacific Electric 
Railway Co., representing the owner of the bridge, relative to the contemplated 
removal is attached hereto for inspection of the subcommittee. The harbor de- 
partment has allocated the sum of $600,000 out of current funds available neces- 
sary for its share of removal cost and construction and realinement for the 
trackage required, incident to such removal. The railroad had advised that it is 
ready to proceed forthwith as soon as Federal funds have been appropriated 
tor the Government’s share of the expense. We think it is only right and fair to 
all concerned that the small item of less than a quarter of a million dollars be 
provided for in the pending appropriation bill, to permit us to proceed at the 
earliest possible date with removal of this bridge. 


What we need now are two items in the public works budget, viz.: An amount 
not to exceed $500,000 to reimburse us for dredging already accomplished for 
the account of the Government, and $245,000 to cover the Government’s contribu- 
tion toward the cost of removing the drawbridge. 

We appreciate the courtesy of the subcommittee in affording us the privilege 
of appearing before you, and thank you for your consideration in our behalf. 


OrvER To ALTER BRIDGE 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D. C., June 11, 1954. 
To Southern Pacific Railroad Co., 65 Market Street, San Francisco, Calif. 

Take notice that: 

Whereas the Secretary of the Army has good reason to believe and does believe 
that the Southern Pacific Railroad Co.’s railroad bridge across the entrance to 
west basin, Los Angeles Harbor, Calif., is an unreasonable obstruction to the 
free navigation of the said west basin (a navigable waterway of the United 
States) due to hazards to navigation and inadequate horizontal clearance 
through the bascule span of said bridge: and 

Whereas the said bridge is owned by the Southern Pacific Railroad Co., San 
Francisco, Calif: and 

Whereas the City of Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners and South- 
ern Pacific Railroad Co., Southern Pacific Co., and Pacifie Electric Co. have 
entered into an agreement covering removal of railroad tracks from west basin 
drawbridge and relocation of rail facilities around west basin; and 

Whereas a public hearing was held at Los Angeles, Calif., on February 19, 
1954, in conformity with the provisions of section 3 of the act of Congress of 
June 21, 1940 (33 U. S. C. 511-523), upon due notice given the Southern Pacific 
Railroad Co. and all other parties in interest; and 

Whereas the testimony adduced, and the facts presented at said hearing have 
been duly considered by the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Engineers; 
and 
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Whereas the following change in said bridge has been recommended by the 
Chief of Engineers as necessary to render navigation through the entrance 
channel to west basin reasonably free, easy, and unobstructed, to wit: Com- 
plete removal of the superstructure and substructure including all metallic or 
concrete portions of the bridge to.whatever depth they may extend and removal 
down to the natural bottom of all wooden portions of the bridge, including 
dolphins and approach trestle, channelward of the established pierhead lines. 

Now therefore, In obedience to and by virtue of the provisions of section 3 of 
the act of Congress of June 21, 1940, supra, the Secertary of the Army, having 
first given the parties full opportunity to offer evidence and be heard, as re- 
quired by that section does hereby order the Southern Pacific Railroad Co, to 
remove said bridge as described above. 

(Signed) Rosert T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 


Paciric ELecrrkic RAtLway Co., 
Los Angeles, Calif., March 14, 1956. 
Mr. BerNarD J. CAUGHLIN, 
General Manager, Los Angeles Harbor Department, 
San Pedro, Calif. 

Dear Mr. CAUGHLIN: Further referring to our recent telephone conversation 
in regard to your inquiry as to views of the Southern Pacific Co. concerning 
possibility of early removal of the northerly trestle approach of the drawbridge 
which extends into the west basin entrance channel: 

Mr. W. M. Jaekle, chief engineer, Southern Pacific Co., advises me as follows 
in connection with this inquiry: 

“The provisions of the Truman-Hobbs law are such that this work would 
have to be performed by contract, approved by the United States Army engineers ; 
and although the United States engineers would probably allow us to remove 
that portion of the trestle referred to, they would not guarantee any payments 
under the Truman-Hobbs Act for their portion of the cost. We therefore are 
opposed to the removal of this portion of the trestle at this time. Furthermore, 
it would require more than one contract, and we feel that the total cost of removal 
would probably be greater under such handling.” 

Yours very truly, 
G. F. Squires. 


STATEMENT OF E. C. Serres, MEMBER OF BoArRD OF HAkBOR COMMISSIONERS, 
Ciry oF Los ANGELES 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, my name is E. C. Spires. 
I have been in business as a professional man in the San Pedro district of Los 
Angeles, in close proximity to the harbor, for the last 30 years, and during that 
time have been vitally interested in civic welfare work. I was president of the 
San Pedro Chamber of Commerce for two terms, expiring in 1955, and am serving 
my second term as a harbor commissioner. I have been connected with many 
other avenues of civic endeavor and am thoroughly imbued with the spirit of 
civic, State and National progress. We are proud of our harbor in Los Angeles. 
It was started from scratch with very little help from nature to endow it with 
the characteristics of a harbor. Within my memory much of the construction 
of the main channel and the facilities along its boundaries has been accom- 
plished. We now have the largest port on the Pacific coast, which is increasing 
its tonnage every year, and we must provide the wherewithal to pay for the 
construction demanded by progress and the growth of worldwide commerce. 
Los Angeles has grown in such unprecedented proportions that our harbor is 
literally bursting at the seams in its struggle to keep up with the requirements 
of ocean and rail shippers. We must continue to build wharves and docks and 
transit sheds in order to supply the demand; otherwise this tonnage will go 
elsewhere and foreign trade, which is the lifeblood of our community, will shrink. 
Approximately $150 million has been invested from all sources in harbor facili- 
ties, including a large amount of dredging done by the Federal Government in 
the first instance. 

However, we have found it very difficult to obtain Federal funds to accom- 
plish necessary dredging needed to open up new areas for terminal sites. We 
were required by the demands of commerce to construct a large terminal in the 
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east basin, which cost us some $8 million. After paying for that, what little 
surplus we had on hand for new construction was greatly depleted and additional 
new construction, sorely needed to maintain progress, has necessarily lagged 
since the completion of this terminal in July 1953. Before constructing this 
terminal, we applied through the usual channels by application to the United 
States Army engineers for needed dredging to be done at Government expense, 
in order for deep-draft vessels to gain access to and from the terminal. Our 
request was approved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, by 
the Chief of Engineers, by the Secretary of the Army, and eventually by the 
Public Works Committee of the House of Representatives, through passage of 
the River and Harbor Act of 1954. In the meantime the terminal was com- 
pleted and in order to make it usable we had to undertake the dredging work 
ourselves until Government funds were available therefor. This lengthy pro- 
cedure took years of incessant effort on our part, but our work was rewarded 
by the promise of the Federal Government to reimburse us for such work as 
we might have done prior to November 1953, at our actual cost, in dredging the 
east basin in accordance with the requirements of the Chief of Engineers. 

In reliance upon the well-known practice of the Federal Government of doing 
dredging work required for deep-water navigation, we paid out of our meager 
funds nearly half a million dollars for the account of the United States in 
accomplishing this improvement, realizing that reimbursement would be made 
when funds were available. Now we find that our costs are not included in the 
current budget. While the item is small in comparison with appropriations 
for other projects, it is a large sum to us and the repayment of this money 
is badly needed by our harbor to carry on new construction and maintenance 
that we have deferred awaiting availability of this money from the Government. 

Even though the current budget for public works does not contain any pro- 
vision at this time for repayment of this money to us, we think it only fair 
and reasonable that this subcommittee should insert in the 1956—57 budget an 
item not to exceed $500,000 to pay for this obligation. We have come on here 
not to ask for something that is out of line or against the policy of the Gov- 
ernment to provide. We are merely asking for something that has been author- 
ized, is due, and should be paid. It isn’t a question of putting a publie im 
provement in a certain constituency in order to please the local taxpayers, but 
is, rather, what amounts to a debt that has been dragging along without interest 
for a long time and should be liquidated. 

The operation of a harbor is not for local benefit alone, but in this case it is 
a national asset that affects the welfare of millions of citizens throughout the 
Pacific Southwest. Last year over 26 million tons of cargo passed through our 
port. If it is the desire of the Federal Government to foster world trade and 
commerce, it should be the desire of this subcommittee to assist to the extent 
of the small appropriation necessary to pay for the dredging cost involved here. 
Unless this is done, we see no alternative but to curtail operations at the port, 
which will tend to pinch down business and industry in this thriving community. 

Much has been said by my associates here respecting the allocation of funds 
for the removal of the west basin drawbridge. I can only say that I was a 
resident of the community and saw the effects of the tremendous fire and ex- 
plosion that resulted from a mishap aboard a loaded tanker in 1947 that de- 
stroyed some $4 million worth of barbor facilities within a short distance 
of this drawbridge. If another such explosion should oceur in a tankship 
proceeding through this narrow opening to or from several oil terminals located 
on the far side of the west basin, we might have another Texas City disaster 
repeated because of the inability of the parties involved in the removal project 
to proceed for lack of a Federal contribution toward the expense. 

The Truman-Hobbs Act clearly provides for an allocation of the cost and 
that allocation has been fixed in the manner provided by law and estimated 
to be $245,000 for the Government’s share. The bridge has been ordered out, 
the abutments and leaf structure are now inoperable and considered by Federal 
authorities to be an unsafe obstruction to navigation. There is a grave question 
of liability if a ship rams the abutments in its present condition, in view of the 
fact that it is an unreasonable obstruction to nayigation until the same is re- 
moved. We urgently request this subcommittee to include in its recommenda- 
tions an item of less than a quarter of a million dollars to accomplish the re- 
moval, which will provide access not only to the shipyards in which the Gov- 
ernment has an operating interest in the west basin, but to other contemplated 
facilities that cannot be developed until the entrance to the west basin has been 
cleared of this obstruction. 
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We trust that the subcommittee will appreciate our sincerity in coming on 
from California for the sole purpose of appearing here and asking for what we 
believe is only right and proper, and we hope that you gentlement may see your 
way clear to accede to our request. 

I thank you for the privilege of appearing before you. 


Oapen River AnD Weser Basin PrROgEctTS 


WITNESSES 


JOHN W. CRAGUN, ATTORNEY, WASHINGTON, D. C. 

G. STANLEY BREWER, SECRETARY-TREASURER 

RICHARD J. KINGSTON, OGDEN, UTAH, MEMBERS OF BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS, OGDEN RIVER WATER USERS’ ASSOCIATION, OGDEN, 
UTAH 


Mr. Kirwan. All right, gentlemen, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN W. CRAGUN 


Mr. Cracun. My name is John W. Cragun, and I am a lawyer of 
Washington, D. C., and I have with me immediately on my right, Mr. 
G. Stanley Brewer and next to him Mr. Richard J. Kingston, both 
of Ogden, Utah, and who are members of the Ogden River Water 
Users’ Association. 

We have submitted a statement to the committee and will rely on it 
to cover the details of what we are here for, but substantially it relates 
to the appropriation for addition or building onto the dam at Pine 
View on the Ogden River for the purposes of the Weber Basin Water 
Conservancy users. 

The appropriation was obtained last year for the work on that dam. 

We feel, under some representations by the Bureau officials in- 
volved, that the property rights of Ogden River Water Users’ Asso- 
ciation in the dam and in the land to be flooded which they had pur- 
chased back when the project started in 1934, and are paying for, they 
are up to date on their payments, that in some way the property 
interests that they have would be taken care of with contracts. 

They were lectured to some extent by the committee at that time 
as to the need of getting those contracts taken care of in advance, but 
since that hearing they have proceeded, the United States has pro- 
ceeded to enter into a contract for the actual construction. 

The construction has gone ahead on the new and there has been 
no genuine effort, no bona fide effort, as we see it, to enter into an 
agreement with the Ogden River Water Users’ Association for the 
use of its lands and structures. 

Fundamentally, then, our purpose here was to acquaint the com- 
mittee with the fact that appropriations have been obtained under 
probably some misadvertence of the committee in the past and to 
urge that the committee understand, if it be its purpose to appropriate 
more money for the project, and indeed we are interested in seeing 
that new project go ahead, that they be appropriated with knowledge 
of the fact that this underlying dispute has not as yet been taken 
care of. 

That summarizes the matter very briefly, Mr. Chairman. 
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I know it is late and I did not want to go into great detail, but if 
the committee has any questions perhaps we can clear the matter up 
on the basis of questions. 

Mr. Kirwan. We have about $10 million in the 1957 budget for this 
item. You say the Government is undertaking construction in Weber 
Basin without an agreement with the Ogden River Water Users’ 
Association ? 

Mr. Cracun. That is right. The United States is going ahead to 
make use of the property of the Ogden River Water Users’ Associa- 
tion, to make use of its existing dam, to make use of the lands which 
it purchased, to flood without making any compensation whatsoever, 
reaching any agreement with them, or condemning that right in their 
lands. 

We feel that the committee was misled a year ago into believing 
that such an agreement would be made or was in the process of 
negotiation. 

Actually, there has been no good-faith effort to reach any agreement 
with the Water Users’ Association. 

Mr. Kirwan. It is about time that they come to an understanding. 
We are appropriating money. 

Mr. Cracun. Mr. Chairman, that is the strong feeling of the Ogden 
River Water Users’ Association. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. The Ogden River Water Users’ Association had a proj- 
ect in operation long before the Weber project was authorized and long 
before the construction started on the Weber project. 

Now, the understanding by the Ogden River Water Users’ Associa- 
tion was that proper compensation would be given to the Ogden River 
Water Users’ Association by the Weber Basin project. 

An agreement was supposed to be reached whereby the Ogden 
River Water Users’ Association should be properly compensated for 
that part of the project which was made a part of the Weber River 
project. Is that not right? 

Mr. Cracun. Yes, for that part which would be used by the Weber 
project in connection with its additional work. 

Mr. Jensen. That is right and no agreement has yet been reached 
as to the compensation w hich should accrue to the Ogden River Water 
Users’ Association ; is that right? 

Mr. Cracun. That is correct. 

Mr. JrensEN. Now, then, isn’t it also true that the Ogden River 
Users’ Association members will derive benefits from the overall 
Weber River project ? 

Mr. Cracun. I believe so, sir. Might I call on one of these gentle- 
men? They are both in the project and can answer that better than I. 

Mr. Jensen. And does not the Bureau of Reclamation feel that 
Ogden River Water Users’ Association members will derive more or 
at least equal benefits from that Weber project as is due in compensa- 
tion for the inclusion of part of the Ogden project in the Weber River 
Basin project ? 

Mr. Cracun. Yes, sir; they have so asserted, but the Weber project 
will benefit not just ‘the people who are in Ogden River Water Users, 
but it goes clear out of those counties. It benefits Davis C ounty and 
Morgan County way outside of Ogden River Water Users but_ yet 
using our property to go ahead and benefit those others instead of 
letting everyone pay on a pro rata basis. 





Mr. Jensen. I see. And your feeling is you should be properly 
compensated for the benefits over and above what your members will 
enjoy because of the fact that your old project will benefit the people 
in the Weber River Basin outside of the area which is covered by the 
Ogden River Water Users’ Association project ? 

Mr. Cracun. Precisely. In other words, if we get benefits under 
the Weber Basin project we wil] pay for them in common with every- 
one else pro rate, but there is no reason why we should be called upon 
to have our property contributed simply because we are there and 
they want to make use of it. 

Mr. Puirurrs. Should you be here or should you be seeking an 
injunction in court ? 

Mr. Cracun. Sir, we applied to the United States District Court in 
Utah for a declaratory judgment and an injunction. Unfortunately, 
the merits were not reached. It was dismissed for want of the United 
States as an indispensable party. 

[ believe that dismissal was in error, but, in any event, we have 
appealed it. 

The briefs are still to be filed in the United States Court of Appeals 
for the Tenth Circuit. That is the brutal way that we have of settling 
disputes if the parties can’t negotiate, and that may well be the upshot 
of this, an outright injunction stopping the matter if we prevail ; other- 
wise our remedy is to go to the Court of Claims. 

Mr. Puitures. You said you were claiming compensation. How 
much do you claim ¢ 

Mr. Cracun. Oh, no; we didn’t claim compensation. If we win that 
suit we still don’t have an agreement. We will merely stop their use 
of that project until they acquire, either by condemnation or by nego- 
tiation, an agreement. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, there is a dollar value involved in your claim? 

Mr. Cracun. No; there is not. We applied in equity for a declara- 
tory judgment and an injunction in support of it, declaring that we 
had the equitable or beneficial right in that property, and that Weber 
Basin hasn’t acquired them, and enjoining them from proceeding 
further. We didn’t ask for anything else. We are not in a position 
to. If there will be a valid taking of our land, then we will sue for it. 
We might have a cause of action now against the United States be- 
cause it has entered into a contract and has gone ahead to tear off the 
face of our dam and to do other things there without having first 
acquired the right. 

Mr. Jensen. Would your members of the Ogden River Water Users’ 
Association prefer not to be a part of the Weber River Basin ? 

Mr. Cracun. Oh, they want to share in that project just like anyone 
else does. But this is a separate project. 

Mr. Kirwan. You want the appropriation held up until there is a 
clearance ¢ 

Mr. Cracun. That would be one way of answering it, but we are 
here because last year the problem came before this committee. As 
we read it, the committee had in mind withholding appropriations 
until contracts were executed. We believe the committee was misled 
to believe those contracts were under negotiation. They weren’t. 
Maybe you want to hold it up. 
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Mr. Kirwan. If you would leave your statement here with us, when 
the representatives of the Bureau of Reclamation come before us we 
will take up the problem with them. 

Mr. Cracun. That is correct. You can ask them then, and I thin 
we have covered it in reasonable detail. 

Mr. Jensen. I asked you if you were demanding compensation. 

Mr. Cracun. In the suit. 

Mr. JENSEN. You said “No.” 

Mr. Cracun. Not in the suit. We asked for a declaratory judg 
ment and an injunction against their using our property. 

Mr. Prous. He wants to get a legal clearance of what their 
standing is. If the court declares they have the right then they would 
have to ‘settle outside on the money v: alue. 

Mr. Cracun. If we win the suit then they have to get their bull 
dozers and draglines and everything else off the property or they will 
be in contempt ‘of court unless they come to some agreement. 

Mr. Jensen. Until they pay you what you think is a just demand? 

Mr. Cracun. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. That is what I was trying to find out. You said there 
was no money involved. 

Mr. Cracun. Oh, we didn’t ask for damages. 

Mr. Jensen. After all, what you are trying to recover is what is 
damages dollarwise. 

Mr. Kirwan. Please leave your statement here. 

When the Reclamation Bureau comes up we will check into the 
problem. 

If you are going into court, it may take some time to clear it up. 

In Youngstown, Ohio, where the Federal Government wants to 
pipe water from the Berlin Reservoir to the second district at Youngs- 
town, Ohio, the court has cleared it after 7 years. Now they are 
going ahes ad, but it has been held up for several years. 

Mr. Cracun. These people felt pretty bad out there. 

Mr. Kirwan. I appreciate their problem, but I am only trying to 
tell you it took the court to clear it; this committee could not clear it. 

Mr. Pures. I do not know why Reclamation won’t deal with 
them. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is what we will have to find out when they 
appear before us. 

Mr. Cracun. It has been reasonably summarized by Mr. Jensen. 
That is they claim, “Well, if we damage you, why then, you can get 
your damages but we confer more benefits than we do damages, there- 
fore we are entitled to march in and seize and use your property ; 
wer ally are doing you a favor in doing that.’ 

Mr. Kirwan. Ww ell, we will check into this 1 as I mentioned before. 
We will insert your statement in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 

I appear on behalf of Ogden River Water Users’ Association (ORWUA), a 
Utah nonprofit corporation which in 1934 entered into a contract with the United 
States for the purchase of the irrigation project known as the Ogden River 
project, including the Pine View Dam and Reservoir which is situated on the 
Ogden River at a strategic point in Ogden Canyon east of the city of Ogden, 
Utah. That was a reclamation project initially financed by the United States 
pursuant to the Reclamation Act; but the ORWUA is paying for the entire prin- 
cipal cost.of the entire project including the cost of all lands and of all con- 
struction. Thus far the ORWUA has paid nearly 22 percent of the investment of 
the United States in the project and is fully up to date in its payments. In 
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other words, the United States is in the position of a mortgagee holding a mort- 
gage on certain lands and improvements with which the mortgagor is fully keep- 
ing abreast. 

Pursuant to authorization of the Weber Basin project under the act of August 
29, 1949 (63 Stat. 677), the Bureau of Reclamation with funds obtained from 
Congress, proceeded in December 1952 to enter into an agreement with Weber 
Basin Water Conservancy District for the use of our lands and dam site struc- 
ture beyond the use we are now making of it in order to store even further 
water and accord additional benefits to the people of the Weber Basin. ORWUA 
ang its stockholders and members do and have favored the construction of the 
project, as, indeed, it is favored by everyone in the area. That is not to say that 
ORWUA means to make a gift to the new project of the value of the ORWUA 
property beyond the present use; for ORWUA does and has‘expected to have 
the new easement in its property acquired just as in the case of anyone else 
whose land must be subjected to the needs of the new district. The Bureau 
of Reclamation and Weber Basin Water Conservancy District all along have 
known of the need for acquisition of these rights owned by ORWUA; and indeed 
under the contract of December 1952, in paragraph 5 it was expressly provided 
that the United States shall be under no obligation to commence, or having com- 
menced, to continue construction of the project works until “(e) The United 
States and the District make a contract with the Ogden River Water Users’ 
Association in connection with the enlargement of Pine View Dam and Reser- 
voir, if the Secretary determines that such contract is necessary”—the cost to 
be borne by the new project where, of course, it belongs. 

Thus far no contract has been entered into with ORWUA;; and 8 or 10 months 
ago officials of the Bureau of Reclamation finally took the position that they 
would pay nothing for using our property since they felt the new structure 
would cause us no damage and in fact might benefit us in some respects, so 
that unless we were prepared to show damages from their trespass we could 
expect nothing whatever for the use of our property—our lands, our existing 
dam and other structures—in connection with the new or larger undertaking. 
This we regarded as a bald assertion of the right by a mortgagee, a moneylender 
having security in our property, to step in and build on top of and make use of 
an existing structure and of its value as a strategic site without making any 
compensation for it on the theory that, after all, the borrower who had put up 
his title as security wasn’t making as good use of it as the moneylender felt 
he himself might be able to make. Without a contract with us, and without 
even any offer to us to consider, the United States proceeded under date of 
July 7, 1955, to award a contract for the construction at Pine View. Last 
August the construction company entered upon the Pine View Dam and com- 
menced construction work over the protests of ORWUA. 

At the end of last August ORWUA filed suit in the Federal district court in 
Utah for declaratory judgment and an injunction against this construction 
until settlement were made—either pursuant to negotiated agreement or pur- 
suant to condemnation of the right to make use of the property under the 
laws of eminent domain. On January 3 of this year the case came on for argu- 
ment of a motion to dismiss; and at its conclusion Judge Ritter ordered the 
proceeding dismissed, not on its merits but for want of the United States as 
an indispensable party to the litigation. That decision is on appeal; and the 
briefs of the parties are still to be filed in the United States Court of Appeals 
for the Tenth Circuit. 

Since no one expected the matter to be settled short of the United States 
Court of Appeals, the determination of the district court can scarcely be said 
to have put the matter to rest. In any event, these matters have a way of ulti- 
mately being resolved not on the technical question of parties, but on the 
merits. Were the case lost in the United States Court of Appeals by ORWUA, 
we then would have to consider a suit in the United States Court of Claims 
against the United States for invading our property rights. 

The matter is of importance to this committee by reason of the past history 
of appropriations for this project and representations which have been made 
by the Bureau of Reclamation. A year ago, at the hearing before this committee 
for the 1956 appropriations (Western Section, pt. 1), the impression was left 
that contracts with ORWUA for operation of the enlarged Pine View Dam and 
Reservoir were being negotiated and would be completed within 2 or 3 years 
(pp. 133-134). In point of fact, while we have tried to negotiate with the Weber 
Basin Water Conservancy District, we have never yet got to a point where 
they have so much as negotiated in good faith with respect to payment for 
taking and making use of our property or have talked of other than the question 
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ot our “damages” for their trespass on it. They have never offered us a dime 
or any other concession or payment for the easement itself which they are 
attempting to seize and use regardless of payment or arrangement or negotiation 
or condemnation. Reluctantly it was admitted to this committee, page 134, that 
we, the district that operates the Pine View Dam, had “been trying to insist on a 
repayment of part of that [our] cost by this overall [Weber Conservancy] dis- 
trict rather than payiug for the cost of the enlargement alone.”’” (Note that this 
is a little-less-than-accurate description of our contentions.) The following 
colloquy then fundamentally misled this committee (p. 135) : 

“Mr. Evins. You recognize that the appropriate time to negotiate these con 
tracts is prior to the time of entering into a contract for construction and not 
after the Government has spent money and the project has been built. A sub- 
stantial part of these funds are for municipal water and if contracts are going 
to be negotiated they should be negotiated early in the proceedings. 

“Mr. DEXHEIMER. Yes, sir, but this overall district, the Weber Basin Water 
Conservancy District, has entered into a contract, and so far as the Govern- 
ment is concerned that covers all of these things. 

“They then, in turn, negotiate with these smaller entities to repay their part 
of the cost for the sale of water to municipalities, so that the Federal Govern- 
ment has discharged its part in getting the overall repayment contract negotiated. 
We are trying to help the district in working out these other contracts of 
course.” 

There is nothing in this colloquy to indicate that the United States was 
about to enter into a construction contract involving invasion of our property 
notwithstanding the failure to negotiate, even, let alone to reach an avree- 
ment or acquire otherwise the right to proceed with that contract on our lands 
and structures. In fact, you were led to believe that the whole thing was 
taken care of; that there was no purpose to cause the United States to coim- 
mit a tort or trespass or breach of contract on the lands of ORWUA—which in 
fact has occurred. 

As a result, the ORWUA feels that moneys have been appropriated by Con- 
gress through withholding from this committee fundamental facts respecting 
the arrangement with this company. While we do believe that the Weber Basin 
project is a good project and should go ahead, we seriously object to its going 
ahead in disregard of our property rights; we urge that the committee condi- 
tion appropriation of further moneys on the acquisition of those rights in our 
property, whether by negotiation or by condemnation of easements at market 
values in our lands and structures, in accordance with the accepted procedure 
in reclamation cases and as contemplated by existing law (438 U. 8S. C. see. 
421). 

Had the Bureau of Reclamation and the Weber Basin Conservancy District 
ever negotiated with us in good faith, it is conceivable to us that settlement 
on some fair basis not involving payment or allowance for the full, market 
value, as in condemnation, might well have been reached. Possibly it could 
still be reached. After all, all the members of ORWUA have a stake in the 
area; all are interested in the successful operation of the Weber Basin project 
as well as in our own Ogden River project. Those feelings aside, we are not a 
charitable organization to donate values of our own project, being paid for by 
us, to this later comer, the Weber Basin project, without charge. In all good 
conscience our property should be respected. This committee should under- 
stand plainly that no acquisition of rights to use our lands and structures has 
yet been effected. 


(Norr.—The following supplemental statement was submitted by 
Mr. Cragun after the hearing :) 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF JOHN W. CRAGUN ON BEHALF OF OGDEN RIVER WATER 
USERS’ ASSOCIATION 


Late yesterday afternoon I appeared before the committee in company with 
Messrs. G. Stanley Brewer and Richard J. Kingston, on behalf of Ogden River 
Water Users’ Association, with respect to so much of the appropriations for the 
Weber Basin project as relates to the addition to the Pine View Dam and Reser- 
voir, operated by ORWUA 

The committee (and Mr. Jensen, in particular) asked about the basis ascribed 
by the Bureau of Reclamation for its right to proceed to invade and use the dam 
and reservoir being paid for by Ogden River Water Users’ Association. One 
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aspect of the Bureau's contentions did not come out in response to the question. 
On reflection, I fear that my overlooking it may lead the Bureau to pin its 
whole justification on that issue. It is this: 

Under the last (1950) amended contract between the Bureau of Reclamation 
and ORWUDA, it is provided by paragraph 14 that “The United States shall retain 
title to the project works until the Congress otherwise provides.” Hence, not- 
withstanding ORWUA is paying for every cent of the cost of acquisition of the 
lands flooded by its reservoir, and every cent of the cost of building the dam and 
associated structures, the assertion is that the United States is only exercising 
its right of title by coming in and making use of them, without compensation, for 
the new project. This contention is baseless in law: 

In the first place, if I take title in my name but use your money to pay for the 
property, then while I own the legal title true enough, yet you own the beneficial 
interest in the property; and I am a mere trustee for your use, and can claim 
no beneficial right in the property myself. Smithsonian Institution v. Meech (169 
U. S. 398, 407). 

“The general proposition is unquestioned that, where upon a purchase of 
property the conveyance of the legal title is to one person while the consideration 
is paid by another, an implied or resulting trust immediately arises, and the 
grantee in the conveyance will be held as trustee for the party from whom the 
consideration proceeds.” 

So in the case of an agreement that lands should be a part of the “public 
lands of the United States”; the United States is held not to be the true owner 
merely because it has “title’’; and it must pay the full fee-simple value if it de- 
stroys the interest of the beneficial owner Ute Tribe v. United States (100 C. Cls. 
413, 425-433, 112 C. Cls. 123, 133, 137). 

Similar situations arise in the case of a common-law mortgage, where the 
mortgagee who lends the money takes what appears to be an outright conveyance 
of the property for his security; or the modern deed of trust, usually expressed 
as an outright conveyance of the title to the trustee, with a defeasance clause if 
the borrower pays back to the lender the money involved. Just so here; the 
United States advanced money as a loan; we have agreed to pay back every cent 
of it and are paying it back and are fully up to date in our payments. We own 
the beneficial interest in the property. 

The consequences of the Bureau position are startling in their possibilities. 
If the United States can seize part of our property under this assertion of 
“title,” it can seize more of it or some different interest in the land and struc- 
tures—and it would be justified in taking the whole thing. It is not alone the 
very small projects such as our own who well might be affected, despite the 
relative security which the large projects may feel because of the greater 
political attention which they can command. It is easily conceivable that 
Department of Defense, armed with this “title” in the United States in all the 
reclamation projects of the West, and under the pressure of tremendous re- 
quirements for water at some of the defense installations (especially those doing 
research and requiring vast cooling capacities), would find the simple solution 
that of tapping the nearest reclamation project for its needs—without negotia- 
tion for the interest required or its condemnation. We suggest that such raids, 
even on the big and important projects, would be politically nearly impossible 
to check—“it would interfere with the defense effort.” 


Tuurspay, Marcu 22, 1956. 


Drury Drarnace District, ILirors 


WITNESSES 


HAROLD D. BROWN, STAFF ASSISTANT TO HON, PAUL H, DOUGLAS, 
A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 
LEE I. OSBORN, DRURY DRAINAGE DISTRICT, ROCK ISLAND 

COUNTY, ILL. 


Mr. Kirwan. The committee will come to order. 
You may proceed, Mr. Brown. 
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Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Harold Brown and I am staff assistant to Senator Paul H. 
Douglas, who is attending another hearing and is unable to be here. 

We have discussed the matter which Mr. Lee I. Osborn, acting dis- 
trict engineer for the Drury Drainage District of Rock Island, IIl., 
has and Senator Douglas thought that the material that he wanted to 
present to the committee would be helpful in considering the problems 
of flood control in this general area. 

I would like to introduce to the committee Mr. Lee I. Osborn, who 
is the acting district engineer. We appreciate your attention and we 
want to thank you for the opportunity of appearing here today. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF LEE I. OSBORN 


Mr. Osporn. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Lee I. Osborn, acting district engineer for the Drury Drainage Dis- 
trict. I have submitted a brief statement to your secretary, for in- 
sertion in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


MARCH 22, 1956. 
House APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: I am appearing before you on behalf of Drury Drainage District, 
Rock Island County, Ill., which is located directly across the Mississippi River 
from the Muscatine, Iowa, area, in regard to a proposed flood-control improve- 
ment for this district. 

The proposed project is made necessary by the construction and operation of 
the so-called 9-foot channel improvement on the upper Mississippi River (Alton 
to St. Paul) which is a series of navigation pools created by dams and made 
operative by means of locks and which was placed in operation some 15 or more 
years ago. 

It was recognized by Congress, at the time that the 9-foot channel project 
was created, that additional protection to improvements, such as cities, drain- 
age districts, and other improvements, in this area would be needed and it was 
so stated in the legislation authorizing the work. Implementation of these proj- 
ects was delayed until a short time ago by the advent of World War II and 
later the Korean war, and it was not until a short time ago that Congress 
approved legislation authorizing the project titkd “Gutenberg, Iowa, to Ham- 
burg Bay, Ill., Project” of which the Drury Drainage District work is a part. 

My reasons for being here today are due to the facts that the planning has 
already been finished on some other work recommended in that report, namely, 
the Mad Creek seawall in the city of Muscatine, Iowa, and money is in the 
proposed budget for construction of that job. Money is also in the budget for 
planning the proposed protection of Muscatine Louisa Drainage District, part 
of which lies directly across the river. It is the contention of the drainage 
commissioner for the Drury Drainage District that the work necessary in the 
Drury Drainage Distict should also be included. 

The reasons for this are twofold: 

First, the two districts lie directly across the river from each other and it 
is going to work a hardship upon either one to have either one or the other 
built alone. Second, lock and dam 16 is in danger of being rendered inoperative, 
for a long period, by any flood with a crest of 21 feet or more Muscatine gage. 
This could have been disastrous had it happened during World War II when 
our coastwise tanker fleet was on the bottom, due to submarine action, and our 
tank cars had been diverted to direct war use, had we not been able to supply 
our mechanized Mississippi Valley farms with adequate fuel by means of barge 
fleets and tank farms made feasible by this waterway improvement. Under 
similar circumstances in the future we would probably lean heavily upon the 
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same facilities and should dam 16 be rendered inoperative the results might 
be disastrous. 
Lee I. OsBorn, 
Acting District Engineer, 
Drury Drainage District, 
Rock Island County, Tu. 
Registration No. Illinois 1328 
Name: Drury Drainage District. 
Location: Rock Island County, Ill, directly across the Mississippi River from 
the Muscatine, Iowa, Area. 
History of the proposed project: 
I. Why necessary: 
A. Nine-foot channel project completed 15 or more years ago. Raised 
flood crests. 
B. Necessity recognized in the original legislation authorizing the 
9-foot channel project. 
C. Why delayed: 
I. World War II. 
II. Korean war. 
II. Recently approved by Congress as interim report, Gutenberg, Iowa, to 
Hamburg Bay, IIL, project. 
Reason for coming before committee: 
A. Planning already finished on the Mad Creek seawall and money in the 
budget for the proposed construction. 
B. Money in the budget for planning proposed protection of Muscatine, 
Louisa Drainage District. 
C. Drury Drainage District should be protected at the same time. 
1. Directly across the Mississippi River. 
2. Lock and dam No. 16 in danger of 10-year flood. 
(a) Valuable improvement during World War. ITI. 
(b) Very necessary for national defense now. 


Mr. Osporn. I would like to say a few words in connection with this 
particular project. This project that we are asking be done is neces- 
sary because of other improvements that have been made prior to this 
time. I think you are probably familiar with the 9-foot channel 
projects, with the locks and dams, on the upper Mississippi River. 

At the time they were authorized, in the same legislation, provision 
was made for improving the then existing levee and protective work 
and soon. Due tothe fact that World War IT came along and shortly 
thereafter we had the Korean unpleasantness, it just has not been 
possible to do this. - 

Two years ago, this committe saw fit to recommend what we call 
the interim report from Guttenberg, Iowa, to Hamburg Bay, IIL, as 
an emergency project. That was approved by the Congress. 

I understand that some planning has been done on one of the pro- 
Paes in this major project, namely, the Mad Creek at Muscatine; 
that there is money in the budget to begin construction on that. I 
understand also that there is money in “the budget for doing some 
planning on the levees immediately below Muscatine. That is fine. 
We are glad to see that. 

However, as an engineer, I would like to point out that we believe 
that the levees on the other side of the river, which are just as im- 
portant to us and, I think, more important to national defense, should 
be improved at the same time. In other words, the Mississippi River 
at that point is only 2,200 feet wide. That is the narrowest point for 
miles either above or below. I think it is quite obvious that if you 
build up the protective work on one side, not too much will be accom- 
plished if you do not build up the other side. 
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Without detracting at all from the people who have been in here or 
who will be in here, I would just like to point out to the committee 
that it should consider the 2 jobs, 1 on each side, in the same light. 

I mentioned national defense. It is our opinion that that 9-foot 
channel project was one of the most important things that we had in 
this country which tended to help us win World War II. _ It is com- 
mon knowledge that our coastalized tanker fleet was sunk; that the 

railroad cars were diverted. Of course, all our farms were then and 
are now mechanized—all this tremendous breadbasket up and down 
the Mississippi River is mechanized and we had to have fuel. We had 
tank farms and we had barges and they had only been operating a 
short while. We raised the grain and the cattle and we kept on going. 

I have seen lock No. 16 which is in our district and which ties to our 
levee—and our levee is part of the structure and the dam does not go 
within 2 miles of the bluff—I saw that levee go out in 1951 and that 
lock was inoperative for quite a while. If we get floods like we had 
in the past, then we are going to have some difficulty. The flood 
which we had in 1951 and 1952 was not a major flood. 

There is 50 feet less water passing through there than was true in 
1921. The canal is now 2 or 3 feet higher. We feel that this is some- 
thing that should be considered, too. I know that the Congress is 
very much defense-minded, keeping us strong and able to protect our- 
selves, 

In my opinion, this very important dam and this very important 
waterway, if it goes out of operation for, say, 6 months in the spring 
when they are beginning to bring up the fuel for the farmers and we 
are at war with somebody, then we are in a tough spot. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that is all I have to say. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you very much for coming. 


CLEVELAND HaArpor IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 
WITNESSES 


HON. MICHAEL A. FEIGHAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 

OLIVER A. REYNOLDS, VICE PRESIDENT, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
CLEVELAND, OHIO 


Mr. Kirwan. The next witness will be our colleague, Congressman 
Feighan, of Ohio, who is accompanied by Mr. O. A. Reynolds. You 
may proceed, Mr. Feighan. 

Mr. Feranan. May . at this time, present Mr. Oliver A. Reynolds, 
vice president of the Cleveland Chamber of Commerce, who will speak 
to you on behalf of the Cleveland Harbor improvement program. 


STATEMENT OF CLIVER A. REYNOLDS 


Mr. Rreynoups. The city chamber of commerce has been before this 
committee several times in the past couple of years in connection with 
a program that has to do with a widening of the river, replacing a 
number of bridges that are a hinderance to navigation in order that 
the larger material carriers might deliver cargoes to the docks on the 
Cayuga River. The program is making much progress. 
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We now have under construction three railroad bridges that we 
hope will be finished in the next year or year and a half, and we are 
here today asking that the committee consider appropriating $2 
million to carry on the work. 


I would like to file a statement to save the committee’s time and to 
say that Congressman Bolton, Congressman Minshall, and Congress- 


man Vanik are also filing statements for committee consideration in 
connection with this particular request. 


I think that is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


I am appearing before your committee asking support of an appropriation to 
continue construction on the Cleveland Harbor improvement project which is 
described in House Document 629, 79th Congress, 2d session. A large part of 
the construction work on this project has already been completed. The inner 
harbor development plan includes the replacement of a number of old highway 
and railroad bridges which were considered by the United States Corps of 
Engineers to be hindrances to navigation. The plan also includes widening the 
river in a number of locations and construction of several miles of new bulk- 
heading. This new bulkheading is necessary because of the narrowness of the 
river and because of the heavy loads that the docks must carry in connection 
with unloading raw materials for industrial plants. 

With the work already completed on this harbor improvement project and 
providing that the funds recommended by President Eisenhower in his budget 
message are appropriated by Congress, 90 percent of the project could be 
finished by the end of the fiscal year 1957. Three new railroad bridges are now 
in the process of being constructed in accordance with the harbor improvement 
project. They are: New York Central-Pennsylvania bridge No. 1; Nickel Plate 
bridge No. 15; and Baltimore and Ohio bridge No. 3. To continue construction 
work on these bridges in 1957 will require a Federal expenditure of $2 million. 
President Eisenhower, in his budget message to Congress, recommended this 
appropriation for the Cleveland Harbor project. 

In anticipation of an early completion of this harbor improvement program, 
manufacturers with plants located on the banks of the Cuyahoga River in 
Cleveland have spent over $200 million in plant improvements. Most of these 
new facilities were built in the interest of national defense and were authorized 
after the Defense Production Administration and the Munitions Board declared 
the port of Cleveland improvements now under construction necessary in con- 
nection with the national defense program. 

When harbor improvement work is completed at the port of Cleveland under 
the present program, it will be possible for vessels of 600 feet in length to move 
freely in the inner harbor. We ask your support in providing the Federal 
Government’s share of funds to continue this work in the coming fiscal year. 

I want to thank the committee for this opportunity to appear on behalf of the 
port of Cleveland improvement program. We appreciate very much the con- 
sideration you have shown us in connection with the development of the Cleve- 
land Harbor. 


Mr. Kirwan. That is $2 million which you have in the budget to 
complete that project ? 

Mr. Reynoxps. I think we need $1,064,000 more. 

Mr. Bouanp. I would say Cleveland has done very well. You are 
deepening the Cayuga River ? 

Mr. Reynotps. It has not been a deepening program on the main 
stem. It has to do with widening the river and building stronger 
bulkheads and replacing a number of highway bridges. ‘The program 
has been underway for a number of years and it is just reaching 

the end. 

~ Mr. Botanp. I notice there is a note here to deepen it to 25 feet. 
Mr. Reynoups. We cannot do that at present. 
Mr. Boranp. After the bridges go in, will it be required? 
Mr. Reynotps. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. FeicuHan. I am happy to have this opportunity to appear before 
you. I am glad that the chairman of this committee is the distin- 
guished gentleman from Ohio, Mr, Kirwan. ’ 

Mr. Kirwan always gives very careful consideration to every project 
proposed in any State or Territory, and I know that he and members 
of this subcommittee will approach this project with that same metic- 
ulous care. 

I have had the privilege to appear before this subcommittee several 
times to discuss this same project. The arguments for completion of 
this project in the national interest are just as strong today as pre- 
viously stated. I strongly urge this subcommittee to approve the 
funds requested. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you very much. 


ParntTep Rock River Prosecr 


WITNESS 


HON. ROBERT E. JONES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ALABAMA 


Mr. Kirwan. Proceed, Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
uppearing on behalf of the flood-control project that was authorized 
in the Flood Control Act of 1954 authorizing flood-control work to be 
committed on the Painted Rock River in the counties of Marshall, 
Jackson, and Madison, Ala. 

The stream rises in the State of Tennessee, flows in a southward 
direction and is a tributary of the Tennessee River. The plan of 
improvements envisioned include a works project of bar removal, 
snagging, some channel work to increase the maximum flood stabili- 
zation in the flow of the stream. The congestion of the stream accu- 
mulated difficult debris and falling timbers, and natural flood damages 
have made the stream inadequate to carry out the 30,000 cubic feet, 
which is expected at high flood. This stream has suffered four major 
floods since the project was authorized. The cost of the project is 
$2,600,000. Local cost is $1,600,000, and the cost to the Federal Gov- 
ernment is $1,080,000. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been a member of the Flood Control Subcom- 
mittee for Public Works for the House during my tenure. As far as 
1 know, the local cost bears a higher ratio on this project than any 
that I know of that have been authorized. 

Mr. Kirwan. The local interests are paying more money than the 
Federal Government ? . 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir; a little in excess of $600,000. It meets all of 
the criteria of the new A-47 circular of the Bureau of the Budget. 
This represents, really, a partnership arrangement. It is in a moun- 
tainous section. There is no irrigation, and there is no hydroelectric 
power: no navigation is involved. j 

The ratio of benefits to the ratio of cost is 2.8 to 1. It bears as high 
a benefits-to-cost ratio as any project that I know of. I feel sort of 
like the bartender when the fellow asked him what was the best liquor 
he had, and he replied that he did not know because he never tasted it. 
I fee] like I am in the position of authorizing billions of dollars for 
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projects and I never get one myself. I think the Paint Rock project 
is a meritorious project. It is one which will be carried out with the 
cooperation of local interests. The project has been approved by the 
Corps of Engineers, the Soil Conservation Service, and the local 
agencies involved. 

Mr. Kirwan. For how much are you asking ? 

Mr. Jones. $1,080,000. 

Mr. Kirwan. What amount is being asked for planning ? 

Mr. Jones. I do not think that the planning money for a project 
that small would be too significant. 

Mr. Botanp. Do you want the whole $1,080,000? 

Mr. Jones. I do not think it would be extended over a year. 

Mr. Bonanno. What are these criteria of the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Mr. Jones. A-47. 

Mr. Botanp. What are they based on? 

Mr. Jones. Local participation and interest. The circular is di- 
rected more to hydroelectric power than it is to flood control, but it is 
one for which a new criteria has been established at the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

The Corps of Engineers has expended some $30,000 on the survey 
of the project. 

Mr. Kirwan. Are they satisfied with their findings in the survey ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir; the report is complete. 

Would you like to have a copy of the report ? 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes; you may file it with the committee. 

The Corps of Engineers favor the project ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir; they recommended the authorization of the 
project. 

Mr. Kirwan. And you are submitting their cost estimates. 

Mr. Jonns. Yes, sir. The figures I am submitting have been com- 
piled by the Corps of Engineers and the ratio to benefits and the ratio 
to cost are carried in their own survey report to the Subcommittee 
on Public Works. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your statement ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Thank you very much. 


Bruces Eppy Dam 
WITNESS 
HOWARD ZAHNISER, NATIONAL WILDERNESS FEDERATION 


Mr. Kirwan. Our next witness is Mr. Zahniser. 

Mr. Zauniser. I am appearing here as a representative of the 
Sierra Association with headquarters in the Mills Building, 1040 Mills 
Tower, San Francisco, Calif. 

I appreciate very much your courtesy in allowing me to have the 
opportunity that you have this morning to make this appearance as 
I was unable to be with the others the other day. 

Mr. David R. Brower, the executive director of the Sierra Club 
has sent me the following instructions: 


We should appreciate your presenting before the hearing our opposition to 
the Bruces Eddy Dam which will imperil important wildlife and scenic re- 
sources. The alternatives have not been adequately explored. The public has 
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not been informed about the additional cost, if any, which might result from 
use of alternative action in the Columbia Basin Development. 

In order to avoid irrevocable damage to monetary resources of inestimable 
value to future generations. The future will need commodities. It will also 
need space in which more people may enjoy more leisure, more relief from 
tension and more inspiration. 

Construction of controversial dams should await the thorough scenic re- 
sources review now being urged by conservationists. Even the noncontroversial 
dams merit study by an impartial board of review as recommended by the Presi- 
dent’s Cabinet Committee and should await the consultants’ recommendation 
on hydrothermal integration directed by Congress. 

Mr. Brower does not mention in this request that the Bruces Eddy 
Dam has not been authorized by Congress. ‘To me, that does not mean 
merely that it lacks congressional] authori ization, but by lacking that, 
it also has not been subjec ‘ted to the study and the discussion and the 
opportunity for careful presentation of recommendations by various 
groups that such projects do have in the process of authorization. 

I am more deeply concerned that this not be permitted to be included 
along with two other projects that have been authorized and, in that 
way, see this damage done through negligence of authorization. 

My concern on behalf of the Sierra Club is also the greater with 
regard to the Bruces Eddy Dam in that we have understood that the 
prelimin: ry planning has teamed it up with the proposed Penny Cliffs 
Dam. The proposed | Penny Cliffs Dam would create a reservoir which 
would inundate an area of the Stillwell Bitter Root primitive area 
within the national forest there, and that would add an additional res 
son for seeking alternatives elsewhere in that it would inundate an 
area especially dedicated for the preservation in the face of such 
threats. I know that you have discussed this with groups in greater 
detail than is necessary. 


Mr. Kirwan. Thank you very much for your statement. 
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ArKaANnsAS River Bastn Progecr 


WITNESSES 


HON. ROBERT S. KERR, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

HON. BROOKS HAYS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF ARKANSAS 

HON. JAMES W. TRIMBLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 

HON. ED EDMONDSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

HON. MYRON V. GEORGE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF KANSAS 

HON. W. F. NORRELL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF ARKANSAS 

HON. JOHN JARMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

HON. CARL ALBERT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

HON. PAGE BELCHER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

CLARENCE F. BYRNS, CHAIRMAN, ARKANSAS-OKLAHOMA INTER- 
STATE COMMITTEE FOR ARKANSAS BASIN DEVELOPMENT 

N. R. GRAHAM, MEMBER, INTERSTATE COMMITTEE, VICE CHAIR- 
MAN, OKLAHOMA PLANNING AND RESOURCES BOARD 

EVERETT WINTER, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, MISSISSIPPI 
VALLEY ASSOCIATION 

J. C. MURRAY, LITTLE ROCK, ARK. 

FRANCIS J. WILSON, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, ARKANSAS 
BASIN DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 

GUY B. TREAT, DIRECTOR AND VICE PRESIDENT, ARKANSAS BASIN 
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 

EMMETT SANDERS, PRESIDENT, ARKANSAS BASIN DEVELOPMENT 
ASSOCIATION 

J. W. HULL, PAST PRESIDENT, ARKANSAS BASIN DEVELOPMENT 
ASSOCIATION 

MORRISON B. CUNNINGHAM, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS OF 
OKLAHOMA CITY 

ARTHUR V. ORMOND, TREASURER, ARKANSAS BASIN ASSOCIATION 

LUTHER H. KING, PRESIDENT, OZARK-DARDANELLES DAM ASSOCIA- 
TION 

T. A. PREWITT, TILLAR, ARKANSAS 

CARL J. JAGGERS, VICE PRESIDENT, DARDANELLES-OZARK DAM 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Kirwan. The committee will come to order. 

We have with us this morning Senator Kerr and a number of 
Congressmen from Arkansas and Oklahoma, and some of their con- 
stituency here to testify on a number of projects throughout Arkansas 
and Oklahoma. 


Senator Kerr, you are going to start off ? 
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Senator Kerr. I will try to start off. Thank you very much, Mr. 
Chairman. 

We want to discuss with you what we believe to be a very urgent 
necessity, we think compelling, for further action by the Congress 
this year in connection with projects, most of which were authorized 
either in 1946 or prior thereto, and with reference to which the 
Congress took specific and definite action last year. 

We are representing Oklahoma and Arkansas in a united effort to 
secure adequate funds to carry cn the development of the projects 
in the Arkansas River development authorization. 

Now, the budget has covered in their statement to the Congress 
the project of bank stabilization on the Arkansas, the Oklahoma City 
Floodway, and Oologah. 

However, we want to respectfully request and urge the committee 
to include funds for Eufaula, Keystone, Dardanelle, and a small 
item of planning money for the Hugo Reservoir in the southern 
Oklahoma section. 

If the committee could see fit to put a $15,000 item in there for 
that last project, I think it would be adequate and we feel that it is 
greatly needed. 

As you gentlemen recall, Congress itself last year provided con- 
struction funds for Eufaula and Dardanelle. 

The engineers have advised us both at the division and the district 
level and at the level of the office of the Chief of Engineers have if 
Congress stands by its own guns in the matter of development of these 
projects they could use $41/ 4 million for Eufaula, a million and a 
half dollars for Keystone, and a million dollars for Dardanelle. 

I am not going to burden this committee with further statement. 
If I knew how to urge it more emphatically, I would, but I am sure 
that the committee knows about our feeling in that matter. 

We have a number of members of the congressional delegation 
here, and I would like for each one of them to say what he w ants to 
and then I will present another group of witnesses, Mr. Chairman. 

I see our friends, Trimble and Hays here from Arkansas, and 
<dmondson from Oklahoma. 

Mr. Epmonpson. We have Congressman George from Kansas here, 
too. 

Senator Kerr. And Congressman George from Kansas. 

I want to say that we welcome the addition of the great State of 
Kansas to the association and the combine. Kansas notified us, Mr. 
Chairman, that they were against any combine they “ain’t” on. 

We are ‘delighted for them to be in on this because they have a 
vital stake in it and we need their cooperation and help and welcome 
it. 


Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Hays, we will be glad to hear from you now. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BROOKS HAYS 


Mr. Hays. Mr. Chairman, I am going to speak very briefly because 
we have some representatives here from the interstate committee, : 3 
members from Oklahoma appointed by the Governor and 3 members 
from Arkansas by our Governor. 

Mr. Clarence Byrns, who will speak first for the commission as far 
as Arkansas is concerned, is thoroughly familiar with our problem. 
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I do want to say this to the committee, that we are very grateful 
for the courteous and sympathetic hearings you have always given us. 
We know something of your pr oblems and when we ask for further 
consideration we know that we are going to have that, you have been 
sympathetic, and that you are going ‘to hear our people as they present 
their claim for the dev elopment of the great river valley. 

I don’t trust myself to speak on it, Mr. Chairman. I would talk too 
long. I was born within 2 miles of the river and have lived all of my 
life within sight of it. I have seen its devastating floods with their de- 
struction of land and the loss of lives of people. 

The 4 million people who live in the 2 States and now the people 
of Kansas who have also a great stake in this river, are looking eagerly 
to the Congress to do something : about it. 

As this story unfolds, I believe the committee is going to be im- 
pressed with the needs of the v alley and its potenti: al value to the 
Nation. 

Now, we have no right to ask anything at the hands of the United 
States Government except as it relates to a national problem. We 
are going to present it as something which will bear great returns to 
this country. 

That is the story that will be told, It is on the basis of its national 
character and its tremendous potentialities for development that the 
story of a neglected valley is presented to you today. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right, Mr. Trimble. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES W. TRIMBLE 


Mr. Triusie. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
endorse what my colleague, Mr. Hays, has said: also, what Senator 
Kerr and my friends and colleagues, Myron George and Ed Edmond- 
son, and other members of the delegation have said. 

As I told a group at Little Rock, I am for this project for many 
reasons. Among them, first, my son is a young officer in the Corps of 
Engineers, who is redheaded: his mother is for this project, she is 
redheaded ; Colonel Brown, the district engineer is for this project, 
he is redheaded. 

And when three redheaded people get together on the same project, 
I am for it. 

But, seriously, this is one of the great rivers of the country that has 
not been developed, and I appear here just briefly to tell you gentle- 
men that I am behind this fine group of folks who come from Okla- 
homa, Arkansas, and Kansas, to ask you men to move forward with 
what was started last year in the development of this great project. 

It means not only a lot to the great Southwest, but to the United 
States as a whole. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ED EDMONDSON 


Mr. Epmonpson. Mr. Chairman, I am deeply grateful to this com- 
mittee for the opportunity to speak to you and for the generous allot- 
ment of time which you have given to us. 
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I would like permission to file this statement, if I may, at this time, 
and just to speak off the cuff for a moment or two to present several 
exhibits to which I would like to call this committee’s attention. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


Mr. Chairman, I am grateful to you and to the members of this subcommittee 
for your generous allotment of time in connection with the Arkansas Basin 
program. This is a recognition of the importance of this matter which all of us 
who represent Oklahoma and Arkansas deeply appreciate. 

We are here today to ask for additional money to advance the construction 
of four dams in the Arkansas Basin: Eufaula Dam, at the confluence of the 
Canadian Rivers; Dardanelle and Keystone Dams, on the Arkansas River; and 
Oologah Dam, on the Verdigris River. 

Of the four dams, Congress has already appropriated money to provide an 
actual construction start on three—Bufaula, Dardanelle, and Oologah. We 
have also provided money to complete planning on Keystone, and it is ready for 
a construction start in the next fiscal year. 

Four million people in the two States of Oklahoma and Arkansas are waiting 
confidently for this Congress to continue the work which we began in 1955. 

There is no question of the Army engineers’ readiness and ability to carry on 
this work. 

In December of 1955, Congressman Carl Albert and I, along with a representa- 
tive of Senator Robert S. Kerr, and the clerk of the Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee, Mr. Bousquet, met in Tulsa with General Itschner of the Army engineers 
and with top officers of the district engineers’ office. 

We were primarily concerned with the Oklahoma projects, and we were advised 
at that time that all were moving forward and the following sums were being 
recommended as needed for the next fiscal year by the division engineer: 


Oologah Reservoir ; : : _._ $5, 900, 000 


Eufaula Reservoir___—- ile aha eal feet +, 300, 000 
Keystone Reservoir 1, 500, 000 


These figures were more modest than the goals which we had hoped for in 
1957 for these key projects, but we were told that they represented realistic 
figures covering practical work objectives for the next fiscal year, and we did 
not quarrel with them then—nor are we here to quarrel with them today. 

We are here to urge that they be accepted as minimum figures by this com- 
mittee, if at all possible, in order to continue the execution of the construction 
program directed by the Congress last year, and urgently needed by our two 
States. 

We are also here to plead for provision of funds to continue progress on 
Dardanelle Dam, on which the engineers have told us a minimum of $500,000 
will be needed next year, and to seek the $3,230,000 for Arkansas bank stabili- 
zation which the division engineer recommended. The program in Oklahoma 
is rounded out in the west by a $2 million division engineer requirement for 
the Oklahoma City floodway, for which we urge approval. 

So far as we know, the only controversial elements in the program are those 
omitted from the President’s original budget message: Eufaula, Dardanelle, and 
Keystone, and the remainder of my remarks will be concentrated on these 
three projects. 

I do not believe that anyone can challenge the need for these dams, as a 
matter of flood contro] alone, in the Arkansas Basin. 

In my hand, for the consideration of the members of this subcommittee, are 
photographic proofs of the terrible flood devastation which has been the lot 
of the Arkansas Basin “‘since the memory of man runneth not to the contrary.” 

Here are pictures of the costly damage in 1941, along the Canadian. 

Here are the proofs of flood toll in 1948, when the Arkansas ran wild, along 
with most of its tributaries. 

Here are pictures showing the heavy damage in 1945, when both Oklahoma 
and Arkansas were severely hurt by the rampaging Arkansas. 

Here, in 1951, is further photographic proof of the flood toll in the two States, 
from the Arkansas River and its tributaries. 

There has not been a single year, since 1935, when Oklahoma has not suf- 
fered flood damage, and the damage has been measured in the millions of 
dollars in 13 of those 21 years of our history. 

We have been living with flood losses, both in life and in property, ever 
since Oklahoma became a State in 1907. 
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We have also suffered heavy loss through failure to retain and store the great 
flow of water through our State. Engineering estimates tell us that 37% mil- 
lion acre-feet of waterflow unused out of Oklahoma each year—and the great 
bulk of this water is in the Arkansas. 

The State water engineer for California, in figuring the cost of recent Cali- 
fornia floods, put a value of $10 an acre-foot on their wasted floodwaters this 

ear. 
7 At the same calculation rate, we are wasting $375 million worth of unused 
water each year, in the State of Oklahoma. If we place a value of only one- 
tenth the California figure on Oklahoma water, we have an annual waste of 
$37,500,000. 

In Arkansas, the wasted, unused flow is the staggering total of 80 million 
acre-feet annually. At the figure of only $1 an acre-foot, this is an annual loss 
of $80 million—and a combined annual loss and waste, for the 2 States, of 
nearly $120 million. 

This, in addition to the tragic toll in property of all kinds, and even in human 
life, from the dread disaster of flood—which these projects would help to control 
and reduce. 

I would like to think that Congress, this year, is acutely conscious of the 
Nation’s great need for additional flood control. We have dealt quickly, and 
generously, with the emergency needs in this field of the New England States. 
We are preparing to deal with expedition and generosity with the same problem 
in the far West. 

The need is just as acute, just as vital, and just as urgent in the Arkansas 
Basin—and we are here to seek justice for the basin which we represent. 

There is solid justification for these projects on other grounds. 

In January 1955, the Southwestern Division of the Army Engineers published 
a report entitled “Water Resources Development in Oklahoma,” which contained 
this language: 

“Eufaula Reservoir is a key unit in the multiple-purpose plan for develop- 
ment of the Arkansas River for flood control, generation of hydroelectric power, 
navigation, and other purposes. The area which would benefit from flood con- 
trol consists of the overflow land of the Canadian and Arkansas Rivers down- 
stream from the project. Anticipated average annual benefits that would accrue 
from the operation of the multiple-purpose plan are $60,996,000.” 

Surely no one will deny that annual benefits of nearly $61 million are sub- 
stantial benefits, and strong justification for the program. 

Mr. Chairman, the Arkansas River is the third longest river in the United 
United States. It is the only major stream in our country on which a navigation 
program has been permitted to lag, to the detriment of the entire Nation. 

The need and feasibility of Arkansas River navigation were recognized, as 
early as 1925, by the then Secretary of Commerce, Herbert Hoover. I have 
never heard anyone accuse Mr. Hoover, who was a careful engineer, of being 
a visionary or an impractical dreamer. 

But navigation of the Arkansas River, Mr. Chairman, was a reality many years 
before Mr. Hoover. 

I have an exhibit here, from an Oklahoma newspaper of May 11, 1988—the 
Muskogee Daily Phoenix—in which there is an historical account of the heavy 
volume of steamboat traffic along this great river, as early as the 1820’s. The 
headline of the article itself is as follows: “Steamboats traveled up and down 
Arkansas River over 100 years ago.” 

In 1 year, according to this authentic report by the renowned historian, the 
late Grant Foreman, Government freight valued at more than $5 million was 
unloaded at a single river port in Indian Territory—and this volume was 
continued for years thereafter. 

For more than 50 years there was steady river traffic by steamboats and 
keel boats, in considerable volume. River travel continued into the 20th cen- 
tury, when it was slowly replaced by railroad and other means of transportation. 

Today, throughout the two States, there is a new awareness of the industrial 
and economic need for water transportation, and there is widespread demand 
for the river development program which will give our region the flood protec- 
tion and navigational benefits which are rightly ours. 

We ask this committee to appropriate the funds which will continue this 
program, and insure justice and progress in the Arkansas Basin. 


Mr. Epmonpson. We are in an area which has been suffering from 
flood damage of a disastrous nature since statehood, so far as Okla- 
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homa is concerned, and since the early days of her history as a State, 
for Arkansas. 

I have here some exhibits taken from the Army engineers files which 
I would like to distribute to the committee if I may, “showing the pho- 
tographic evidence of the damage from flood along this Arkansas 
River and along the Canadian River which is one of its principal tribu- 
taries on four different instances since 1940. 

In 1941 we had a disastrous flood. 

In 1943 we had another equally disastrous flood. 

In 1945 we had another disastrous flood. 

In 1951 we were hit once again by one of these terribly devastating 
floods. 

We have lost lives; we have lost property, and untold millions of 
dollars. I don’t believe there has been a single year, with the excep- 
tion of the last 3 drought years, in this quarter century that we 
have not known the devastation of flood from the Arkansas River 
or one of its tributaries. 

I do not think that there has been a year since 1935, with the excep- 
tion of the 3 drought years, that that damage has not been meas- 
ured in more than a million dollars in the State of Oklahoma. 

Now, that is to give you some examples of the flood menace and the 
fiood di: amage which would be restrained, controlled, and reduced by 
Eufaula Dam, by Keystone Dam, by Dardanelle Dam, which are key 
elements in this program in addition to Oologah Dam recommended 
by the Budget Bureau. 

The idea of n: wigation on the Arkansas River is not a new thing. 
It is not something epheme1 ‘al, it is not something fantastic or dreamed 
cut of thin air. 

As early as 1925 Secretary of Commerce Hoover recognized the 
feasibility and the need for navigation on the Arkansas River, but even 
before Mr. Hoover , who is generally 1 recognized as being a pretty care- 
ful engineer, the Arkansas River had borne a tremendous traffic in the 
early times of our State. 

Here is a clipping, a photostat of a page from the Muskogee daily 
paper, of May 11, 1938, which tells something of the history of naviga- 
tion on the Arkansas River. 

For a period of almost 70 years the Arkansas River was a heavy 
bearer of commerce through Arkansas and Oklahoma. There were 
many years during that period of time when the volume of Govern- 
ment freight alone was in excess of $5 million a year, going into In- 
dian Territor y. 

And $5 million a year back in the middle part of the 19th century 
was a pretty large sum of money. 

This clipping | shows that up until the turn of the present century, 
the Arkansas River was a principal artery of commerce for that 
section. 

We are here today asking that Congress take the steps necessary to 
restore it to its usefulness as an artery of commerce and make possible 
the continued development, for economic development, industrial de- 
velopment, of Arkansas and Oklahoma. 

Four million people in the two States are watching this committee 
today; they are watching this Congress during the months of this 
session, because there is nothing more important before the Congress 
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of the United States today insofar as the future of our two States is 
concerned than this program which we are talking about to you gentle- 
men today. 

We know that you realize the gravity of it because you would not 
have given us 2 hours to present our case if you did not. 

We feel deeply appreciative of anything you can do to help us keep 
construction going on the key projects in the Arkansas Basin program. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Kirwan. Senator Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Chairman, a former Army engineer is here. I 
would like him to tell the committee at this point the amount of flood- 
waters discharged by the Arkansas River at boundary line of Okla- 
homa and Arkansas during the 1943 flood. 

Mr. Witson. About 850,000 cubic feet a second. 

Senator Kerr. What was the comparable amount carried by 
Missouri in the terrible Kansas City flood in 1952? 

Mr. Wizson. At Kansas City it was about 570,000 cubic feet a 
second. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, the floodwaters on this river during 
that flood were 60 percent greater in quantity than was turned loose 
on Kansas City in the terrible flood of 1952, was it not? 

Mr. Wirson. 1951. 

Senator Kerr. And the damage insofar as the physical terrain and 
property was correspondingly greater. 

I thank you for letting me put that in. 

Mr. Kirwan. Congressman George. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MYRON V. GEORGE 


Mr. Grorer. I am happy to appear and represent the State of 
Kansas in a combined effort with the States of Oklahoma and 
Arkansas in trying to promote these much-needed projects. 

Frankly, I would like to tell the committee that the Arkansas River 
heads in Colorado and comes through Kansas clear from the West 
down near our Arkansas City and into the State of Oklahoma. It is 
not a very big river when it flows through Kansas except in unusual 
floodtime. But after the Neosha River and Cottonwood River , Which 
flow entirely through my district, join with the Spring River in 
Oklahoma and it becomes the Grand River and then the Verdigris 
River and the Caney River in my district join the Arkansas River in 
Oklahoma, it is at that time that it becomes a large destructive river. 

We have eight projects proposed on the upper reaches of the Arkan- 
sas River watershed. I have the honor of representing the district 
that has these rivers init. Weare perfectly willing to hold the water 
that falls in Kansas and discharge it in an orderly way down into 
Oklahoma. 

We have one dam completed on the Elk River, which is part of the 
Verdigris River watershed and another in the process of construction. 
However , there are two proposed dams on the Verdigris River wa 
tershed which have not as yet had planning money. We would like 
to have this committee advance at least enough money to start these 


other two projects in the process of planning for the Army engineers’ 
office at Tulsa. 
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Now, my district joins with Mr. Edmondson and I know in the 1951 
flood the Neosha River dumped the same amounts of water going into 
Miami, Okla., that was being discharged by the Kansas River in 
Kansas City, Mo. We have suffered on an average from normal rain- 
fall in the eastern part of the State two floods a year. 

In the last | drought vears we have operated our industries and have 
been able to keep going in some towns that represent about 70,000 
people in my district out of the reservoir contained in the Fall River 
Dam. 

If it had not been for the Fall River Dam being in completion and 
having this reservoir completed, the industries in 2 towns of 19,000 
people in my district would have had to shut down. 

We urge you folks to give these gentlemen serious consideration and 
we have joined with Oklahoma and Arkansas in tr ying to promote the 
development, orderly development of this river valley. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Mr. George. Our next witness will be 
Congressman Norrell. 


STATEMENT OF HON. W. F. NORRELL 


Mr. Norreti. Mr. Chairman, it is not right for Members of Con- 
gress to take up too much time of your valuable committee work, and 
T am not going to do that, but I am interested in all of the items that 
have been testified to regarding the Arkansas River this morning. 

Included in the President’s budget is an item of $3,463,000 for emer- 
gency bank-stabilization works on the Arkansas River and tributaries, 
of which amount $463,000 is c arryover from the present fiscal year. 
These funds are urgently needed for the purpose they are requested 
by the engineers and the Bureau of the Budget. Stabilization of the 
banks of the river is a first requisite in the dev elopment of the plan 
for development of the basin authorized by Congress in 1946, and 
work thereon must proceed along with any construction of other au- 
thorized works. I would like to impress upon the committee this 
urgent need and respectfully request your approval of the budget 
estimates. 

Mr. T. A. Prewitt, of Tillar, Ark., who is before your committee 
today, calls to attention the need for additional sums for bank-stabil- 
ization works at specific locations on both the south and north banks 
to round out the plan for stabilizing the banks by continuation of, or 
protection to, the existing system of structures, and I request your 
earnest thought on his suggestions. 

Mr. Emmett Sanders, of Pine Bluff, Ark., who is president of the 
Arkansas Basin Association, presents the overall need, and with 
specific reference to the authorized dams and reservoirs. There is a 
desparate need for these works in the upper reaches of the basin to 
relieve our Jower-reach section from the constantly recurring floods 
and threats of floods. I approve his statement and bespeak your 
cooperation in this matter by recommending the appropriation of the 
necessary funds to continue the work on the dams for which C ongress 
provided a beginning in the present fiscal year. 

I hope that your committee will let the Arkansas River program 
go forward as has been represented by the various witnesses on behalf 
of the Arkansas River this morning. 
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Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Congressman Norrell. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Chairman, Senator Monroney, of Oklahoma, has 
a representative here and the Senators of Arkansas do. I do not know 
if they want to make a statement or not but I do want the record to 
show that all four Senators from Oklahoma and Arkansas are work- 
ing together in this matter. 

Now, we have a bistate committee appointed by the governors of the 
two States, and they not only showed their wisdom, but their courtesy 
in the selection of a citizen of the State of Arkansas to head up that 
bistate group. He is known in our country as one of the great au- 
thorities on this project and this Government program. 

I would like for Mr. Byrns to present his statement and the wit- 
nesses who are on the committee, who are appointed by the two 
governors. 

I just learned that Congressman Jarman has come in the room. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN JARMAN 


Mr. Jarman. Mr. Chairman, I simply would like to join my col- 
leagues in expressing need for the solution for this area and in urging 
the committee that we go ahead with the projects that have been 
submitted. 

I also appear before you today in an effort to have included in the 
public works appropriation bill the necessary funds for the study, 
survey, and work for a flood-control project in my district. 

Crutcho and Soldier Creeks are located in Crutcho and Boone 
Townships, Oklahoma City, Okla. The creek channels and bridge 
openings are not adequate to handle the amount of water flowing in 
this area. The net results are floods. Last year during the rainy 
season the water attained a much higher level than ever before. The 
upstream portion of Soldier Creek and a part of the source of Crutcho 
Creek are located in the area occupied by Tinker Air Force Base. It 
is the opinion of people who have checked into the problem that, as 
Tinker Air Force Base continues to expand and enlarge its runways, 
the runoff will increase from the runways and the base which in turn 
will increase the flood problem in the lower parts of Soldier and 
Crutcho Creeks. 

Private individuals have already spent some money in an effort to 
keep these creeks open and flowing and to control the excess water, 
but the problem has passed the point where private initiative and 
funds can effect a solution—the Government must now act. A citizens 
committee engaged the Phillips & Strong Engineering Co. in Okla- 
homa City to make a preliminary study of the Crutcho Creek drain- 
age problem. The firm’s report was forwarded to the Chief of Engi- 
neers, Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army, for tentative 
approval on November 22, 1955. The proposed solutions of the prob- 
lem were briefly studied by the district engineer at Tulsa _and the 
division engineer of the southwestern division. General Itschner, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works, reported that the avail- 
able data confirmed the inadequacy of the channel and the bridge 
openings at locations cited in the report. He further stated that the 
necessary authority is available for preparation of a preliminary ex- 
amination report on the Crutcho Creek flood problem. Such a report 
would determine the advisability of detailed surveys upon which a 
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recommendation as to the engineering and econumic feasibility of pro- 
tective works could be based. However, it is my understanding that 
the funds included in the budget recommendation have been tenta- 
tively allocated and Crutcho Creek is not presently included in the 
program for fiscal 1957. 

I earnestly seek the committee’s favorable consideration of this mat- 
ter. ‘The people living in the Crutcho and Soldier Creek area are 
annually suffering money losses due to these floodwaters. ‘There is 
no immediate prospect for a lessing of this damage—on the contrary, 
expansion at Tinker Air Force Base practically insures an increase of 
floodwater damage. 1 appreciate your kind attention to my remarks 
and your allotting me time to appear before the committee. 

Senator Kerr. Congressman Belcher is equally interested and 
working with equa! dedication and purpose. He spent a long time 
this morning on this project. He had to go to another committee. 
I understand he will be here before we finish. 

Now, back to Mr. Byrns. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right, Mr. Byrns. 


STATEMENT OF CLARENCE F, BYRNS 


Mr. Byrns. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I appreciate Senator 
Kerr’s very complimentary remarks. Ham Moses once said, “There 
isn’t a word of truth in it, but, Lord, how we love it.” 

I am chairman of the Ark ansas- “Oklahoma Interstate Committee 
and that is the capacity in which I appear here today. 

I wish to file for the record a statement, together with exhibits and 


I have copies here to distribute to the committee. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


My name is Clarence F. Byrns. I am editor in chief of the Southwest Ameri- 
can and ‘Times Record, morning and evening newspapers at Fort Smith, Ark., 
and have lived and worked as a newspaperman on the Arkansas River since 1914. 

I am here today as chairman of the Arkansas-Oklahoma Interstate Committee 
for Arkansas Basin Development and a director of the Arkansas Basin Associa- 
tion. The interstate committee is composed of 3 members from Arkansas and 
3 from Oklahoma, appointed to represent the 2 States by Gov. Orval Faubus, of 
Arkansas, and Gov. Raymond Gary, of Oklahoma, upon request of the Arkansas 
Basin Association in Arkansas and the Arkansas Basin Development Associa- 
tion in Oklahoma. 

We present to you the consolidated request of the two States in a single hear- 
ing for the further development of the Arkansas Basin. 

The other members of the interstate committee are Newt R. Graham of Tulsa, 
vice chairman of this committee and of the Oklahoma Planning and Resources 
Board; Col. Francis J. Wilson, United States engineers, retired, of Tulsa, execu- 
tive vice president of the Arkansas Basin Development Association; Guy B. 
Treat, head of the Treat Engineering Co., Oklahoma City; Harold Snyder, of 
Dardanelle, vice president of the Arkansas Basin Association of Arkansas; and 
R. E. Jeter, of Wabbaseka, Ark., director of the Arkansas Basin Association. 

The people of Arkansas and Oklahoma request that Congress provide adequate 
funds in the fiscal 1957 budget to continue construction of Oolagah Dam and 
Reservoir, already started with 1955 appropriations; to proceed with the work 
on the Oklahoma City floodway; to continue the imperative bank-stabilization 
program begun in 1950 at critical points on the Arkansas River and to carry 
on the upstream projects in Kansas—all recommended in the 1956 budget 
message. 

We especially ask your favorable consideration of the pressing need for con- 
struction of Eufaula and Keystone Dams and Reservoirs in Oklahoma and the 
Dardanelle Dam and Reservoir in Arkansas, for which Congress appropriated 
funds for planning and construction in 1955 
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You are aware that the President’s budget message in January 1956 did not 
ask for funds for these three structures. You are also aware that the budget 
message of 1955 also failed to request funds for these projects and that Congress 
directed in the budget bill for fiscal 1956, which the President approved, that 
pians he completed and construction started and provided $450,000 for Dar- 
danelle, $450,000 for Eufaula and $150,000 for Keystone. Planning work has 
proceeded. No construction has been started. 

We are now urging that adequate funds be provided for fiscal 1957 to start 
construction and proceed to completion in an orderly and efficient manner. 

In support of that request we submit the following: 

The 1956 budget message contains staetments and implications which we 
cannot accept. 

We agree with the statement that “funds were added to the 1956 budget to 
begin construction on Eufaula Reservoir and Dardanelle lock and dam.” 

We cannot agree with the implications of the succeeding statement that “this 
would in effect commit the Federal Government to a cost of over $1 billion for 
the development of the Arkansas River for navigation, since the major benefits 
from these two structures would not be realized until the entire navigation 
development is completed.” 

It is our conviction that the Federal Government is already committed to 
the Arkansas Basin project in its entirety, first by the approval by Congress 
in 1946, and most recently by the appropriation in 1955 of funds to complete 
planning and start construction on Eufaula, Keystone, and Dardanelle. 

We cannot concur in the statement that the major benefits of Eufaula and 
Dardanelle “would not be realized until the entire navigation development is 
completed ” 

It is true that Eufaula, Dardanelle, and Keystone are all essential to the 
navigation program. But navigation is not their sole function. They are all 
multiple-purpose dams, which will be fully useful from the date of their com- 
pletion for flood control, silt control, power production water supplies for muni- 
cipalities, industries, agriculture, and recreation—the same purposes for which 
every existing dam and reservoir in Arkansas Basin has been built. All these 
benefits will become effective immediately on their completion. Their navigation 
benefit is an extra dividend which will become available progressively as naviga- 
tion locks and dams are completed in the lower reaches of the river. 


THE NEED FOR FLOOD CONTROL 


Floods present a major continuing problem in the Arkansas Basin, as else- 
where. Eufaula on the Canadian and Keystone on the main stem of the Arkan- 
sas above the navigation channel will almost double the flood protection now 
available downstream. 

Existing flood-control storage above Fort Smith within the area which gener- 
ates major downstream floods now totals 2,710,000 acre-feet. Eufaula Reser- 
voir will have flood storage of 1,428,000 acre-feet and Keystone will have 
1,216,000 acre-feet. Together they will stop and hold 2,644,000 acre-feet, almost 
equal to the 2,710,000 acre-feet now available in Wister on the Poteau, Ten- 
killer on the Illinois, Fort Gibson and Pensacola on the Grand and Hulah on the 
Caney, now in service. 

The record of the 1948 flood demonstrates the urgent need for this flood storage 
upstream. At the peak of that flood, the water level at Fort Smith was 41.7 
feet, which is 19.7 feet above flood stage. The flow at the peak was 850,000 
cubic feet per second, 48 percent greater than the 573,000 cubic feet per second 
which devastated the Missouri Basin in the Kansas City area in 1951. The peak 
flow at Fort Smith was 700,000 cubic feet per second greater than the bank--full 
capacity of the river. The Canadian River, which would be controlled by 
tufaula Dam, contributed 281,000 cubic feet per second to that flood—one-third of 
the tctal flow. 

The 1943 flood covered 1,448,400 acres of our richest land, of which 636,300 
acres were on the main stem, 

Keystone will be located on the Arkansas River above Tulsa, draining an 
area which contributed 173,000 acre-feet to the 1943 flood. From its drainage 
area of about 74,000 square miles, it is capable of producing a flood comparable 
to the Canadian’s record of destruction. 

The flood of 1943 was the greatest the Arkansas Basin has experienced in 
recorded history. But it is by no means the only destructive flood in the past 
or in the probable future. 
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A chart of maximum yearly stages of the Arkansas River at Fort Smith pre- 
pared by the United States Geological Survey reveals that floods in excess of 
the 22-foot flood stage occurred 93 times in the 72 years since stage records 
were started in 1879. In the 41 years between 1900 and 1940, inclusive, flood 
stage was exceeded 47 times. In the 11 years 1941 to 1951, inclusive, flood stage 
was exceeded 37 times. 

A United States Geological Survey chart reflecting recurrence intervals re- 
veals that ffoods in excess of flood stage have occurred on the average once in 
1.9 years, while floods 10 feet or more above flood stage have occurred once in 
6 years. This chart is a record, not a prediction. Copies of both charts are 
attached. 

Drought in the years since 1951 have prevented disastrous floods. jut the 
record clearly indicates that our flood menace has not passed. On the contrary, 
the concentration of high floods in the 11 years between 1941 and 1951 demon 
strates that we shall need all the flood storage that can be built in the years 
ahead, 

THE 





NEED FOR ELECTRIC ENERGY 


Dardanelle Dam is designed for power production and for creation of a reser- 
voir which will be part of the slack-water navigation system. Upon completion, 
it will become a major source of power and will have 485,000 acre-feet of water 
storage, constantly renewed, available for recreation and municipal, industrial, 
and agricultural water supplies. 

Looking at the power potential of these three structures as originally planned, 
Eufaula will have 90,000 kilowatts installed capacity estimated to produce 3s1 
million kilowatt-hours annually; Keystone will have 90,000 kilowatts installed 
capacity, if electrical generation originally planned is finally built, with an 
annual output of 245 million kilowatt-hours: Dardanelle will have 120,000 
kilowatts installed capacity capable of producing 664 million kilowatt-hours. 
Combined, they will have 300,000 kilowatts installed capacity and an estimated 
annual output of 1,300,000,000 kilowatt-hours. 

A recent Federal Power Commission analysis of existing and future power 
resources and demands demonstrates the need for all the power than can be 
produced in all the hydroelectric dams proposed in the Arkansas Basin. 

In region 5, including Arkansas, Oklahoma, Louisiana, Texas, New Mexico, 
Kansas and part of Missouri, the Commission reports that availab'e electrical 
energy in 1956 will be 18.8 percent in excess of demand, and will decline to 14 
percent in 1957 and 11.5 percent in 1958. 

Privately owned electric utilities in Arkansas and Oklahoma are now buying 
excess power from Federal installations. They have repeatedly offered to buy 
all power available as fast as it is installed. They have offered to buy power at 
the bus bar or to install generating facilities with their own funds and buy falling 
water from the Federal Government, at rates fixed by Federal agencies. Such 
an offer was made to this committee in 1955 by Frank M. Wilkes, chairman of 
the board of Southwestern Gas & Electric Co., Shreveport, La., and executive 
committee chairman of the Southwest power pool which was formed during the 
war and operated successfully to make electric energy available everywhere in 
the area from both private and Federal sources. 

The Publie Service Co. of Tulsa is now negotiating with the Corps of Engineers 
to buy falling water from Eufaula and Keystone reservoirs. 

Private electric utilities and electric cooperatives have supported the Arkansas 
Basin program and have frequently presented favorable statements to this and 
other committees of Congress. 


THE GROWING 





NEED FOR WATER 


A major problem in Arkansas and Oklahoma is water for consumptive use. 
Annual rainfall is adequate, if properly conserved, ranging from about 25 inches 
in western Oklahoma to about 50 inches along the Mississippi. It is poorly dis- 
tributed over the year, resulting in damaging floods and doughts. Every year 37.5 
iillion acre-feet of water flows out of Oklahoma and 80 million acre-feet out of 
Arkansas, virtually wasted. 

Studies in Arkansas covering more than 20 years reveal more than two 
droughts in the average year in the growing season, each lasting 20 days or more 
with less than half an inch of rain in any 10-day period. 

Irrigation is growing rapidly. Outside the rice fields of Arkansas, cultivated 
lands equipped for irrigation have increased from about 16,000 acres in 1949 to 
an estimated 360,000 acres now. Both Arkansas and Oklahoma now have State 
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water commissions studying water laws with directions to recommend necessary 
legislation to 1957 sessions. 

Municipalities are growing while rural population declines. There is serious 
need for additional water supplies in nearly all the cities and towns in the two 
States. Full development of the Arkansas Basin program will make available 
virtually unlimited water for all purposes within the reach of the main river and 
its developed tributaries. 


THE NEED FOR THE NAVIGATION PROJECT 


The President’s message said in part: “I regard the development of the Arkansas 
River for navigation as not being of sufficiently high priority to justify this large 
financial commitment.” 

We cannot concur in that judgment. 

The Arkansas is the longest river in the Nation not developed for navigation. 
It is the only major tributary of the Mississippi which does not have water trans- 
portation. So long as the Arkansas is undeveloped the great waterway systems 
in the Mississippi Basin and elsewhere cannot possibly make their full potential 
contribution to the economy of the United States. So long as the Arkansas Basin 
remains the great desert of water transportation, these two Staes will be bur- 
dened with high freight rates which make effective competition with the re- 
mainder of the Nation impossible. 

Arkansas and Oklahoma have lost population between 1940 and 1956 while the 
Nation has gained an amazing 26.8 percent. 

Arkansas population in 1940 was 1,854,482. The census estimate as of February 
1, 1956, was 1,798,000. 

Oklahoma population in 1940 was 2,396,040. The census estimate as of Feb- 
ruary 1, 1956, was 2,114,000. 

The Nation’s population in 1940 was 131,669,275. The census estimate as of 
February 1, 1956, was 167 million. 

Why have Arkansas and Oklahoma lagged behind the Nation in population? 

The basic reason is our inability to develop industrial jobs fast enough to absorb 
the workers no longer needed on the farms. Mechanization on the farms has 
continued to grow, in spite of falling farm prices. Our population losses have 
been in the rural areas, not in the cities. People have left the farms and come 
to the towfhs and cities looking for a job. There are not enough jobs to go around, 
so they go to other States in search of work. 

And why do not Arkansas and Oklahoma have enough industry to hold these 
people? Because our lack of water transportation is a barrier to many types of 
industries which could and would use our natural resources and our manpower 
if we could offer freight rates competitive with the other great river basins and 
coastal areas in the Nation. 

We have made industrial progress, but not enough. We have established new 
industries and expanded others with our own money. We have attracted industry 
from outside. But we are barred by the absence of water freight rates from 
competition for the industries which have grown fastest and largest in the past 15 
years—notably steel, chemicals, and related enterprises. 

Heavy industry goes where deep water is available for cheap transportation 
and abundant water can be had for the enormous and growing consumptive use of 
water in modern industry. Industry must look ahead to the water needs of 
tomorrow. The need 20 years from now is estimated at 244 times the present use. 
Industry is compelled to look with critical eye at freight rates. So long as we are 
land-locked we face an immovable roadblock when we seek heavy industry, 
except those which use little water and get their raw materials and find their 
markets nearby. 

Water transportation is growing rapidly in competition with other means of 
commodity movement. The waterways are getting the industry. Chester C. 
Thompson, president of the American Waterways Operators, Inc., said last 
week that 480 multi-million dollar industries and power plans selected sites on 
waterways in 1955, and sites for two-score similar enterprises on waterways 
have been selected since January 1, 1956. Land-locked basins such as ours cannot 
touch these enterprises. 

THE ARKANSAS IS BIG 


The Arkansas River is a big river with big problems and big opportunity. It 
rises in the Rockies in Colorado and flows 1,450 miles through eastern Colorado, 
Kansas, Oklahoma, and Arkansas to the Mississippi River. Its drainage area is 
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870 miles long and an average 185 miles wide, a total area of 160,500 square miles, 
roughly equal to the total area of Missouri, Illinois, and Ohio. 

The average annual flow past Fort Smith, 360 miles upstream from its mouth, 
is about 24 million acre-feet, that is 50 percent greater than the Colorado, 
which is the life blood of the fastest growing area in America. 

Congress in 1946 approved the multiple-purpose program recommended by 
the Corps of Engineers. It includes flood and silt control, power production 
and navigation as its major objectives. It can readily be modified to provide 
water supplies for municipalities, industries, and agricultural irrigation. 

The navigation channel will connect Tulsa, Okla., with the Mississippi with 
465-mile, 9-foot year-round channel, maintained by a series of slack-water 
lakes created by 19 low-head locks and dams and 4 higher dams designed for 
production of power as well as navigation. The total land area in reservoirs on 
the navigation channel, outside the normal banks, will be less than 100,000 acres, 
of which about 50,000 are in wild lands. 

The program has been long delayed by conditions beyond our control. 

Although approved by Congress in 1946, it was not possible to get construc- 
tion appropriations until 1950, when Congress approved a million dollars to 
start Dardanelle. The Korean war interfered and the dam was not started. 
The ’no new starts” edict has been a severe handicap. For 2 years, from 1953 
to 1955, the entire project was under restudy by the Corps of Engineers. In 1955, 
the project was restored to active status and estimated benefits were raised from 
the original $23.6 million annual estimate to a present $64 million. The cost-to- 
benefit ratio was raised from $1 cost to $1.08 benefit estimated in 1946 to $1 
cost to $1.20 benefit now. 

Our people have been patient. We have paid our share of the $9.5 billion 
of Federal funds invested in water improvement projects since 1941. Our people 
have supported appropriations for other projects. We have approved funds for 
the Missouri River. We have supported the supplemental appropriation this 
year to get flood control rolling in the Northeast States. We have approved 
authorization of the upper Colorado project, recently passed by Congress. 

We come to you now, earnestly urging that you reaffirm the decision of Con- 
gress in 1955 and provide sufficient appropriations to start construction on 


Eufaula, Keystone, and Dardanelle Dams in addition to adequate funds for 
those projects recommended in the budget message. 

All of us are grateful for this opportunity to present to you our problem and 
our requests. 


Mr. Byrnes. I should like to say this: I am the editor-in-chief of 
the Southwest American and Times Record at Fort Smith, Ark., on 
the border between Arkansas and Oklahoma. I have been editor-in- 
chief for the last 29 years and I have been on the staff there since 
1914, and have lived on the river and worked as a newspaperman all 
of those years since 1914. 

Jim Trimble mentioned he had three redheads urging him on this. 
He has another that he does not know was a redhead. That was me. 
My hair was red until the difficulties of getting the Arkansas River 
turned it to gray. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to present at the outset some statements 
that we have here to go into the record. Then I want to tell you about 
this interstate committee and the things that we are trying to do. 

First, I would like to present a letter from Governor Orval E. Fau- 
bus, the Governor of Arkansas, who appeared here with us last year, 
but was unable to come this time. This letter speaks for itself. 

I have here a telegram from Mr. Hamilton Moses, who was presi- 
dent of the Arkansas Power & Light Co. for years. He is now chair- 
man of its board and is the president of the Arkansas Economic 
Council, State Chamber of Commerce, which is a private organization 
of business and professional people in the State of Arkansas, inter- 
ested in the promotion of the State’s welfare. 

His telegram also speaks for itself. It completely endorses this 
program and the things we are trying to do. 
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I have also here a letter addressed to me as chairman of this com- 
mittee from Mr. Tom P. McDermott, the chairman of the Governor's 
economic Development Commission in Oklahoma City, which is a 
similar type of letter, endorsing this program, which I should like to 
offer for the record. 

I have here a letter from Mr. R. K. Lane, who is president of Public 
Service Company of Oklahoma, in which he reaflirms what has been 
stated heretofore by other representatives of the private power inter- 
ests in our area. He says this: 


Public Service Company of Oklahoma desires to help in the development of 
the natural resources of the southwestern part of the United States and espe- 
cially in those resources that accelerate our industrial growth. We have ex- 
pressed a desire to the United States Corps of Engineers and do hereby affirm 
our desire to purchase falling water for electric power development from any 
multiple-purpose projects developed in our area or region. This holds true with 
respect to the Arkansas Basin development. 


(The material referred to is as follows :) 


PusLic SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA, 
Tulsa 2, Okla., March 24, 1956. 
CHAIRMAN, 
Oklahoma Bi-State Committee for Arkansas Basin Development. 

Dear Sir: Public Service Company of Oklahoma desires to help in the develop- 
ment of the natural resources of the southwestern part of the United States 
and especially in those resources that accelerate our industrial growth. We 
have expressed a desire to the United States Corps of Engineers and do hereby 
affirm our desire to purchase falling water for electric power development from 
any multiple-purpose projects developed in our area or region. This holds 
true with respect to the Arkansas Basin development. 

Yours very truly, 
R. K. Lane, President. 


GOVERNOR'S ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION, 
Oklahoma City, Okla., March 23, 1956. 
Mr. CLARENCE F. Byrns, 
Chairman, Oklahoma-Arkansas Bi-State Committee, 
Fort Smith, Ark. 

Dear Mr. Byrns: As chairman of the Governor’s Economic Development Com- 
mission of Oklahoma, I wish to place before your committee our views on the 
importance of the Arkansas multiple-purpose plan to our State’s future industrial 
growth. 

Since its creation our commission has been working to achieve a better balance 
between the agricultural and petroleum segments of our economy and our 
industrial economy. The Oklahoma Department of Commerce and Industry in 
its studies reveals that a significant expansion of industrial activity in Okla- 
homa is necessary to provide the employment opportunities to keep workers from 
leaving our State. 

The department of commerce and industry in its discussions with major indus- 
trial concerns seeking locations for new plants in the Southwest is often con- 
fronted with two major requirements of these industries. Many of the basic 
industries around which new industries can grow require more industrial water 
than can be furnished in most areas of our State. A second requirement for 
many of the basic industries is water transportation which presently is not 
available in our State. 

We have only to look at the tremendous industrial development in the Grand 
River Valley of Oklahoma to see the beneficial results of an integrated water 
development program on the development of the industrial segment of our 
economy. With the creation of the Arkansas River multiple-purpose plan the 
deficiencies which now constitute a barrier to Oklahoma’s industrial growth 
will be corrected. 

The program for the Arkansas Basin, which was authorized in 1946, has been 
delayed too long, and, as chairman of the Governor’s Economic Development 
Commission of Oklahoma, I strongly urge that you place before the appropriate 
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columittees of the Congress of the United States our wish that this development 
will be put into an orderly construction program at an early date. The benefits 
of flood control, water transportation, hydroelectric power, and adequate water 
supplies for municipalities, industries, and for irrigation is greatly needed in 
our State. We must start at once because we have already delayed too long. 
Sincerely yours, 
Tom P. McDermort, Chairman, 


LITTLE Rock, ArK., March 24, 1956. 
C. F. Byrns, 
Mayflower Hotel: 

Sorry cannot be present at House committee hearing on Arkansas River Basin 
program Monday, March 26. Have followed this program for years. I feel it 
necessary this program go forward in order for this section to realize in a full 
measure on its natural opportunities. We feel this Arkansas River Basin pro- 
gram is feasible and that the Arkansas River has long been neglected to the 
preference and advancement of other river basins in the country. The Arkansas 
EKeonomie Council, State Chamber of Commerce, is a statewide business organiza- 
tion with some 1,400 members, representing every county in our State and every 
segment of our society. As president of that organization, I urge that the com- 
mittee act favorably on the overall Arkansas River Basin program. I am very 
hopeful that this Congress will appropriate the necessary funds to start the 
program. Very much appreciate your efforts in this connection. 

HAMILTON MOsSEs, 
President, Arkansas Economic Council, State Chamber of Commerce. 


STATE OF ARKANSAS, 
Little Rock, March 21, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, House Appropriations Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DraR Mr. CANNON: Although I cannot be present I wish to join with the 
members of the delegation appearing before your committee in asking for your 
consideration of the Arkansas River development program. 

It is needless to point out to you that the Arkansas is one of the greatest 
rivers of the Nation and its control and proper use is of vital importance to 
the areas of Arkansas and Oklahoma, which the stream traverses. 

It is my firm conviction that the program of the development of the Arkansas 
River should begin at the earliest possible date. Great harm will be done to the 
economy of this State by the neglect or postponement of this program. On the 
other hand, the completion of the program, as outlined by the Corps of ELn- 
gineers, by the members of this delegation, and by many others, will result in 
great benefits to not only the region immediately affected but to the overall 
economy of the Nation. 

I strongly urge you, the members of this committee, to give this matter your 
most serious consideration. 

Very truly yours, 
OrvaL E. Fausus, Governor. 

Mr. Byrnes. Then I should like to tell you about this interstate 
committee. Arkansas and Oklahoma in the past years have pre- 
sented separate statements and witnesses before this committee and 
similar ones in past vears. We decided in the interest of conserving 
your time and of presenting to you a united program from both of 
the States, that we would ask for 1 hearing and present 1 request and 
1 program. 

And as the instrument through which that might be done, the Basin 
Association of Arkansas and the Basin Association of Oklahoma rec- 
ommended 3 persons on each side to the governors and the governors 
appointed them as official representatives of the State of Oklahoma 
and the State of Arkansas to prepare and present this case. 
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On that committee are myself, as chairman; Mr. Newt R. Graham, 
of Tulsa, vice chairman, w ho is well known to all of you, I am sure. 
He is vice chairman of this committee and vice chairman of the Okla- 
homa Planning and Resources Board. 

Col. Francis J. Wilson, United States engineer, retired, of Tulsa, 
who is executive vice president of the Arkansas Basin Association in 
Oklahoma. 

Guy B. Treat, head of the Treat Engineering Co. in Oklahoma City. 

Mr. Harold Snyder, of Dardanelle, vice president of the Arkansas 
Basin Association of Arkansas. 

And R. E. Jeter, of Wabbaseka, Ark., director of the Arkansas 
Basin Association. 

All of those gentlemen are present today except Mr. Jeter, and it 
has just been impossible for him to be here today. 

Now, I want to comment briefly if I may on the statement which 
I have filed for the record. 

We are asking, of course, for this committee to recommend and for 
Congress to provide the funds that are asked in the budget message 
of this year for the continuing construction on Eufaula Dam for 
which some funds were provided last year and that construction is 
now underway; also for some funds to continue the Oklahoma City 
floodway; also funds for the projects upstream in Kansas which the 
gentlemen from Kansas has explained to you, and also for bank stabil- 
ization which has been a very valuable project in Arkansas and in 
the extreme eastern part of Oklahoma for the protection of the tre- 
mendous money that is involved in the levee system on the Arkansas, 
which is threatened with destruction if we do not stabilize the banks, 
and for the protection of our rich farmlands which have been badly 
erroded by caving banks on the river over the years. 

That program was started in 1950 and continuing funds have been 
provided each year to keep it moving. 

We are asking that it be continued. We are presenting a state- 
ment in detail on that. 

We are asking for you to consider the necessity and imperative need 
to start construction on the Eufaula, Keystone, and Dardanelle. 

The budget message in 1956 did not provide any funds for those 
three projects. You will recall that in 1955 it did not, either, but 
the Congress, in its wisdom, did provide funds for planning and for 
the start of construction on these three projects. 

The budget message carried some statements and some implications 
which we are unable to accept with all respect to everybody con- 
cerned. One of them is an implication and a direct statement almost 
that to provide further funds for these projects would commit the 
United States Government to the completion of the entire project and 
that the major benefits from Eufaula and Dardanelle would not be 
felt until the entire navigation program is completed. 

We do not think that accurately states the situation. 

It is our conviction that the United States Government is already 
committed to the construction of the whole Arkansas Basin program, 
first by the approval by Congress in 1946; again by the appropriation 
of funds to start Dardanelle back in 1950, which was stopped by reason 
of the Korean war, and then more recently by the appropriations 
which were made last year, 1955. 
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We feel that the commitment has already been made. What we 
are asking is that the commitment be carried out. 

On the point of the statement in the budget message that the main 
benefits of these structures would not be available until the entire 
program was completed, I am submitting in my statement, and I wish 
to mention here, the very grave need for the other benefits in Eufaula 
and Keystone and Dardanelle, aside from their benefit for navigation. 
They are all multiple-purpose dams. 

Of course, they are key spots in the whole navigation program, but 
they are multiple-purpose dams just the same as every dam and 
reservoir that has been constructed in the Arkansas Basin of Arkansas 
and Oklahoma, are multiple purpose, for flood control, silt control, 
and power production, and potentially for water supplies for irriga 
tion, recreation, for all the needs of water. 

These structures are essential for those purposes now. And their 
benefits will begin immediately when those structures are completed 
and will not necessarily wait for the construction of the entire navi- 
gation program and the benefit to the navigation programs is simply 
an extra dividend beyond what we have gotten from the other struc- 
tures that we have had in these States. 

The benefits of navigation will themselves be progressive, begin- 
ning as the structures are built downstream. You can bring naviga 
tion up so far, next year you bring it up more. 

So it is not a fair statement, as we see it, to say that the benefits, 
the major benefits of these structures will not be available until the 
entire program is completed. 

On the matter of floods which has been touched on here, I am pre- 
senting a graph here, for example, just to show you—and I will have 
copies ‘of this for all of you—to show you what has happened to us 
in floods. That is a graph prepared by the United States Geological 
Service at Fort Smith, not for the purpose of this hearing, but it was 
part of their ordinary record, showing the maximum yearly stages 
of the Arkansas River at Fort Smith. 

This begins way back here in 1833. We had a big flood of 38 feet. 
That was 16 feet above flood stage. 

Beginning in 1879 we have accurate records at Fort Smith of flood 
stages. 

This is a chart showing the years in which the river has exceeded 
flood stage. It comes out that j in the 72 years that we have had accu- 

rate rec ords at Fort Smith, the river has exceeded flood st ige 93 times 
in that period. 

It also shows from 1900 until 1940 we had 47 floods which exceeded 
flood stage at Fort Smith. 

From 1941 to 1951, we had 37. Thirty-seven in 11 years, compared 
to 47 in 40 years. 

That shows you not alone the flood damage that we have had, but 
it also shows you that we have had a high concentration of floods here 
in these recent years. 

There is the block that shows it, including the great 1943 flood. 

And it shows that our need for flood control is far from met, that 
it is still a dire need in the valley. 

In 1943, as Senator Kerr has pointed out, we had a flow of 850,000 
second-feet at Fort Smith. That was 700,000 cubic feet per second 
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more than the bank-full capacity of the Arkansas River. It ravaged 
this whole valley. 

When that flood occured with 850,000 second-feet at Fort Smith, 
the Canadian River which Eufaula will control, contributed 281,000 
second-feet to that flood according to USGS records. 

The area above Keystone produce ed 175,000 second-feet. 

Combined they would have held back, if they had been in service, 
more than half of the flood that ravaged eastern Oklahoma and west- 
ern Arkansas. Their benefit for flood control can hardly be exag- 
gerated. 

On the question of the benefit of Dardanelle, which is not a flood- 
control structure, but is a structure for navigation and for power, 
you take the original planning for Dardanelle, for Eufaula, and for 
Keystone, you will find that there is proposed 300,000 kilowatts of 
installed capacity with an annual output of electricity estimated by 
the engineers at 1,300 million kilowatt-hours annually. 

If you take out Keystone which is now out for electric power by 
reason of the criteria established by the Budget Bureau, we still have 
more than a billion kilowatt-hours annually. 

A recent study by the Federal Power Commission and published, 
shows that region 5 in which we are located, will have in 1956, 18.8 
percent of power available over the actual demand. 

In next year that 18.8 drops to 14. 

The next year it drops to 11. 

In other words, we need all the power we can produce. We need 
every power structure that is proposed in the Arkansas Basin pro- 
gram and it can all be absorbed, and will be absorbed by your preferred 
customers and by the public utilities who are now buying power 
and stand ready to buy some more. 

Now, the further thing as stated in the President’s budget message 
that he does not regard the Arkansas Basin program as of. sufficiently 
high priority to justify the commitment of all the money that it will 
take to build this thing—and it will take a lot of money over a consider- 
able period of years. I think if the President and the gentleman who 
probably wrote the report for him could come down in the Arkansas 
Basin and look it over, see the situations under which we live, they 
would not have the view that the priority is low. 

We all know that the population in this country has grown tremen- 
dously in the last 15 years. The recent estimate of the United States 
Census Bureau shows an increase of 26.8 percent in the United States 
population since 1940. Arkansas and Oklahoma have not been able 
to hold what they had in 1940. And why? Fundamentally because 
we have not been able to provide enough industrial development to 
absorb the workers that have left the farms. 

That is the basic reason for it, in my judgment, and it is based on 
41 years of experience on the Arkansas River and in that country. 
In my judgment, the chief reason we have not been able to develop 
enough industrial enterprise is because we have not had water trans- 
portation. 

It is the very heart of the thing. Only this last week Mr. Chester 
C. Thompson, president of the American Waterways Operators, 
Tnc., made the statement that 480 multimillion dollar industries and 
powerplants selected sites on the waterways in the United States in 
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1955 and two score more sites have been selected for similar projects 
since the Ist of January of this year. 

We have made a lot of progress in industry. We have invested 
our own money in the building of new properties and in the expan- 
sion of old ones. We have been able to attract some of the industry 
that is expanding and looking for new locations over the country, 
but we have not made nearly enough progress. 

The heart of our problem lies in this program on the Arkansas 
River. 

We are asking that you help do for us what we have helped do for 
other basins all over America. 

Since 1941, I have read in an official report, this Government has 
spent about $914 billion on water-improvement projects of all sorts. 
Our people have supported all of them. We have supported the 
funds for the Missouri Basin, we have supported the funds in your 
supplemental bill that was passed only recently, for the Northeast 
to get flood programing. 

We have supported the authorization of the upper Colorado project. 
We have supported water development everywhere. 

We think it is time - at we got some attention, more than we have 
had. We have had a very difficult problem in getting this thing 
going, all sorts of li have arisen that we could not control. 

First, in 1946 we got our approval. Then we were all in a state 
of flux from then on until 1950 when we got a million dollars for 
Dardanelle and it was canceled because of the Korean war. 

The Korean war was not over when the Corps of Engineers was 
instructed by Congress to do a restudy and did so from 1953 to 1955. 

We were under a cloud where we could not hope to get any adequate 
appropriation. 

In 1955 the Corps of Engineers restored the Arkansas program to 
active status. At that time we came here to ask you gentlemen and 
the Congress to give us money to activate this program and get started 
and vou did. 

Now we are asking you to reaffirm the position that Congress took 
last year and to provide for us sufficient funds to start construction 
on these projects and proceed with them orderly and efficiently until 
their completion. 

I thank you very much for your courtesy. 

Mr. Kirwan. Senator Kerr? 

Senator Kerr. Do you have other witnesses on your bistate com- 
mittee ? 

Mr. Byrnes. Yes, I would like to call on Mr. Newt Graham, of 
Tulsa, vice chairman of this committee and vice chairman of the 
Oklahoma Planning and Resources Board. 


STATEMENT OF N. R. GRAHAM 


Mr. Granam. Mr. Chairman, my name is N. R. Graham. Iam a 
member of the bistate committee, appointed by the governors of the 
two States to present our case to you. 

I would like to file for the record a letter from the mayor of Tulsa 
reiterating the request of that city for up to 192 thousand acre-feet of 
storage space in the Oologah Reservoir for the city of Tulsa, which 
they propose to pay for. 
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(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


City or TULSA, OKLA., 


OFFICE OF THE MAYor. 
Mr. CLARENCE BYRNES, 


Chairman, the Arkansas-Oklahoma Bistate Committee, 
Tulsa, Okla. 

Dear Mr. Byrnes: By formal action the Commission of the City of Tulsa, 
Okla., on November 8, 1955, applied to the Corps of Engineers for 34,000 acre- 
feet of storage in the Oologah Reservoir now under construction. In this ap- 
plication the city agreed to pay annually the cost of such space plus maintenance 
cost. 


Under the plan as authorized by Congress, this is all the space available for 
such storage in the first phase of construction. As the oil wells are depleted it 
is the request of the city of Tulsa that the space allotted to water storage for 
the city be increased until sufficient space has been so allotted to produce 100 
million gallons of water daily. It is estimated that this will require 192,000 acre- 
feet of storage which we expect to pay for. 

As time is an important element in meeting the water needs of this city, it is 
our hope that there will be no undue delay in continuing construction of the 
Oologah project. 

Yours truly, 
L, C. CLARK, 
Mayor, City of Tulsa. 

Mr. Granam. Mr. Chairman, I will just in a brief way discuss 2 
or 3 of the phases of this problem. 

In all human endeavor you cannot consistently divide a project up. 
In any business there are segments of that business that are not profit- 
able segments; that serve other segments of the business that are 
profitable. 

That is true in this project on the Arkansas River. For that reason 
I would rather discuss the project as a whole, if I may. 

In 1940 the Corps of Engineers completed a study of the Arkansas 
River and its potentials of tonnage and its benefits from flood control. 
In that study they came up with a result of a benefit ratio of 1.08 to 1. 

In 1953 they decided that they wanted to restudy their program. 
So this project has been under two intensive studies. That came up 
with a ratio of 1.19 to 1, which is a phenomenal report because it also 
accounted for the increase of cost that occurred in the standard cost 
ratios of the United States and to come up with a ratio of 1.19 as 
against 1.08 in 1940 is a phenomenal cost. 

Now, they did that because of two things: 

One, increased tonnage, and another, terrific increase in freight 
costs. 

I will give you one example: In the movement of petroleum prod- 
ucts they found in 1940, which was used in the 1946 report, they found 
that the annual benefits accruing to the movement of petroleum prod- 
ucts on the Arkansas River were $4,954,000, but in 1953 those had 
increased to $7,130,000. 

And yet in the 1953 study they only found 361,000 more tons than 
they found in the 1940 study, a 16-percent increase. The balance of 
it was due, some 47 percent of that increase was due to the increase that 
occurred in freight rates in that period of time in that area. 

Now, this cost of $7,130,000 annually to put these products on the 
market was not paid by the refiners and the producers. It is paid by 
the people of your area to get this product to them. 

In this restudy in 1953 we developed 1,500,000 tons of liquefied 
petroleum products that are going out of that area to the north and 
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ast area every year. Army used about 300,000 of that. They did 
not use the full tonnage. 

So that the actual cost that your people are paying for this freight 
is actually in excess of the amount of money that we are asking to 
develop this river. 

The annual costs run, we estimate, well over $10 million a year. 

Now, there has been naturally among people who have an occasion 
to be close to the production of oil, there has always been a fear that 
you are going to run out of it. Now, the Senator has invested a good 
deal of money in it on the theory that he is not going to run out of oil 
and I think the whole industry has invested millions of dollars on the 
theory that they are not. 

In this midcontinent field affected by the Arkansas River, there are 
some 500,000 square miles of territory that has potential production 
of oil. One-third of that is under lease, after 50 years of effort, and 
the production of oil is confined to some 11 million acres of ground. 

Now, that is an authoritative study that came from the Department 
of Agriculture just last year. So it proves that the production of oil 
is a matter of long years of effort. 

In 1940 the import of steel into our territory for the use of the 
petroleum industry amounted to 744,000 tons. 

In 1953, that had grown to 2,419,000 tons. 

That was partly due to the fact that the depth of oil wells had in- 
creased from 2,900 feet to some 3,400 feet. 

As you refine the ability to find oil, then the ability to greater depths 
occur, and the need of steel grows in proportion as the search for oil 
goes deeper into the earth. 

So instead of having 500 square miles of territory to search, we 
have 500,000 square miles of territory plus greater depths that are 
occurring. 

And as those occur, the need for steel increases along with it. 

I talked to a gentleman from Kansas City, in fact, the district 
engineer, and he tells me that a great deal of their movement on the 
Missouri River is steel that comes in our territory. Kansas City is a 
hundred miles closer to our oilfield country than is Memphis, so steel 
is now moving into Kansas City and then taken by truck and rail into 
the oilfields. It shows the beneficial effect to the consumer of the 
development of these projects. 

In view of all this, gentlemen, we of Oklahoma don’t hesitate at all 
to ask you to give us an orderly development of this river. We think 
it would accrue to the benefit of the people of the United States as 
well as to our territory. 

Thank you very much. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Graham is as follows:) 


My name is N. R. Graham. I appear before this honorable committee as a 
member of the interstate committee appointed by the Governors of Arkansas and 
Oklahoma to make this presentation. 

I am also vice chairman of the Oklahoma Planning and Resources Board which 
under Oklahoma law is charged with administration and development of our 
water resources. 

There is no business on earth but what has its less desirable and less attrac- 
tive segments. There is no person that is not afflicted with less desirable char- 
acteristics than his character as a whole. Attempts to judge a business or a 
person by selecting their less desirable qualities for sole consideration is not a 
fair approach nor is such an approach justified in reason. 
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The true judgment of anything must take into consideration the whole and 
not be satisfied with but a part. For instance: To judge a bank by its liabilities 
without consideration for its assets would be dismissed by any reasonable per- 
son as foolish and not worthy of time or consideration. 

Often in business there are service departments necessary to the proper func- 
tion of the profit-making segments of the business. Because the Congress wisely 
decided that the development of the Arkansas River should be studied and 
planned on a comprehensive basis, it is not fair nor does it result in an equitable 
conclusion to pick out segments of that plan for separate consideration. Cer- 
tainly all projects in the plan contribute to the whole plan. Though, as with 
all other human enterprise, some are of more worth than others, yet to select 
the best and disregard the lesser would but unjustly defeat the whole, which 
ufter all is of far greater potential public benefit than even the best of its 
segments. 

In the study made in 1940 and authorized in 1946, it was found that a com- 
pleted comprehensive development of the Arkansas River in Arkansas and Okla- 
homa would have a ratio of benefit as to cost of $1.08 to $1 while in the restudy 
made in 1953, the benefit ratio increased from $1.08 to $1.19 per $1 cost. 

This is a remarkable increase in benefit ratios over cost because it compre- 
hended the fact that costs too had undergone increases in pace with the national 
price level. For instance, potential, navigation benefits had increased from an 
annual benefit of $19,606,000 to $40,470,000, yet there has not been a proportionate 
increase in tonnage, the greater part of the prospective savings accruing to in- 
creased freight rates by rail in comparison to present day water rates. 

For instance in the 1940 study, it was estimated that 2,384,253 tons of petro- 
leum products would move on an improved Arkansas River at a public savings of 
£4.954,794 while in the 1953 study it was estimated that 2,745,000 tons would 
move, an increase of but 361,000 tons but the savings involved reached a total 
of $7,130,800 largely through the widened gap between rail and water rates. 

One of the most impressive increases in tonnage and savings occurred in the 
inbound movement of oilfield steel. This was largely occasioned by the finding 
of deeper deposits of oil and gas. In 1940, the average well in the great midcon- 
tinent field was drilled to a depth of 2,922 feet, while the 1953 study found the 
overage depth to be 3,395 feet. This increased depth resulted in an increase of 
inbound oilfield steel from 744,709 tons in 1940 to 2,419,640 tons in 1953, which 
together with increased freight costs gave large increase to prospective annual 
benefits. 

Just how large and how near developed is this great midcontinent field? Of 
course, no man knows because no man can know the ultimate depth of oil-produc- 
ing deposits. Yet if we assume that there is but one strata of oil-bearing sands 
and acreage is the sole consideration, how many acres are there and how near 
have they been explored? Fortunately, the Department of Agriculture recently 
completed a study of advice to landowners. It was titled “Mineral Right Man- 
agement by Landowners.” This study found that there are approximately 331,- 
593,000 acres or in excess of 500,000 square miles and that but a third is now 
under lease, while production is confined to 11,675,000 acres. 

Certainly and considering the constant search for deeper deposits, it can be 
safely concluded that these fields have a much longer future than the 50-year 
period accepted as a correct time to amortize the Arkansas project. 

If this were not true the great oil industry and the towns and cities dependent 
on its prosperity would be in dire condition for they have invested a thousand 
times the proposed investment cost of the Arkansas project which they plan 
to recover over a long period of time. 

In the 1940 study, it was found that Oklahoma imported but 4,000 tons of 
mineral fertilizer and western Arkansas and southern Kansas in like propor- 
tion, but by 1953, Oklahoma imported from the South and East in excess of 
200,000 tons of raw materials for mineral fertilizers, about half of which was 
exported as finished products for farm use outside this State. Arkansas and 
Kansas experienced a like development. 

Then, too, there has been a major increase in factory employment and resulting 
production in all three States. In the 1940 study little attention was given 
to the export of bauxite ores because it was felt that the limited deposits in 
the Arkansas fields should be held for war emergency use, but by 1953, large 
production of aluminum in Arkansas found large import of ore up the Mississippi 


by boat and rail from the Mississippi to factory and large export of the finished 
product. 
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In 1946, following the close down of all war plants, there were 59,400 men 
engaged in manufacturing in Oklahoma, but by the beginning of 1956, this 
source of employment had increased to 91,500. 

This has resulted in large new tonnage available for water movement, which, 
together with increased tonnage resulting from further development of sources 
present in 1940, brought the grand total of tonnage favorably affected by an 
improved Arkansas River from an estimated average annual movement of 9 
million tons in 1940 to an average of 13,500,000 tons in 1953. 

During the hearings in 1946, our railroad friends assured us that they would 
take good care of this area if we dropped the matter of water competition. 
While we realize that the increases in freight cost since that time was for reasons 
beyond their control, the resulting increased burden of rail costs is just as heavy 
as if they had hit us with malice of forethought. In the 1946 hearing, we stressed 
the unfairness of asking our people to compete with improved rivers by leaving 
our God-given streams undeveloped. What was true then is even more true 
today, as is evidenced by these large increases in prospective tonnage and 
resulting benefits. 

If the comprehensive plan for the development of the Arkansas River was 
justified for authorization in 1946, it has a far higher justification for a con- 
tinued orderly development today than existed at the time of authorization. 

The government of the State of Oklahoma therefore feels justified in asking 
continuing funds for the construction of the Keystone Reservoir, Oologah 
Reservoir, Eufaula Reservoir, Dardanelle Reservoir, and Toronto Reservoir 
and also funds for bank stabilization and to complete the Oklahoma City 
Floodway. 

We respectfully commend this request for your earnest consideration. 


OKLAHOMA PLANNING AND Resources Boarp, 
By N. R. Granam, Vice Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. At this point, Mr. Chairman, I would like to put 
this statement in the record. 

Within the vicinity of this proposed development are 50 billion 
tons of identified and known coal reserves. The freight differential 
on that coal from this area to the market as contrasted to rail, is in 
excess of $1.50 a ton. Fifty billion tons of high-grade coal would 
be made accessible to the consuming areas and markets of our country 
by the development of this project. 

Mr. Kirwan. Your next witness ? 

Mr. Byrnes. Mr. Chairman, I would like to present Mr. Everett 
Winter, who is the executive vice president of the Mississippi Valley 
Association. 


STATEMENT OF EVERETT T. WINTER 


Mr. Winter. Mr. Chairman, thank you for this privilege. 

As I listened to these witnesses I feel less and less the need of having 
to say anything. The fact, however, is that the Mississippi V alley 
Association at their 37th annual meeting, held in St. Louis February 
6 and 7, gave a wholehearted endorsement to this overall development 
program. That wholehearted endorsement by some 1,200 delegates 
from 27 States tied in very closely with the statement that Congress- 
man Edmondson made here a few minutes ago about the statement 
that Herbert Hoover made many years ago. This statement by Mr. 
foover was at the time when he was Secretary of the Department of 
Commerce and at the meeting held in Kansas City in 1925. 

At that time, the Mississippi Valley Association in cooperation 
with other organizations and with the Congress, launched a program 
for the development of the inland waterways system of the United 
States. At that time there was less than 100 miles of year-round 
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navigable channel north of Vicksburg. ‘Today we have 9,000 miles of 
very usable or partly developed waterways. 

Since that time we have seen the channels developed on the Illinois, 
the Ohio, the Monongahela, the Missouri; we have seen the develop- 
ment of some 84 million tons of commerce on those rivers. 

In the original plan back in 1925 the Arkansas River was included. 
And the Arkansas River is the only major river in the United States 
that was included in the overall program on which little has been done 
for the development of navigation, 

The people in our organiz: ation and m: ny of you Congressmen have 
attended our meetings; we have had the honor of being addressed by 
Congressman Jensen: the people of our membership look to this 
great valley, this undeveloped valley, not in the same light as the 
people that live there. They have their local problems ‘of loss of 
population, they have their problems of shifting from agriculture to 
industry, but I think our people largely look at this great valley for 
two reasons: 

One, they want to buy materials that they cannot get out of their 
valley unless they get lower rates. We need cotton, we need timber, 
we need coal, we need bauxite, we need all these raw materials that 
lie idly in this valley. 

We also feel that when we get this water controlled in this valley, 
controlled flood, and make a navigable channel up into this wonder. 
ful area, that we are going to have a market for our products from 
Pittsburgh, Chicago, Kansas ¢ ‘ity, Oklahoma, Council Bluffs, all over 
the United States; that we do not have. 

We have a very direct interest in the overall development and this 
demand can increase year in and year out. 

I want to add one more thought, Mr. Chairman, if I may. When 
we started developing these rivers the Corps of Army Engineers set 
outa potenti: al tonnage that we could expect to develop on eac +h of these 
rivers. Therefore, in every instance, in every one of these rivers, the 
tonnage developed has far exceeded the Army engineers’ estimate. 

I have heard the Army engineers criticized for being promoters, for 
being overly optimistic, but the navigation benefits on every one of 
these rivers has far exceeded their estimate when the project. was 
authorized. 

I think that you will find that to even a greater degree when we get 
this great Arkansas Basin developed. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to file a formal 
statement elaborating a little on these ideas, but I would not feel right 
to take any further time of these people who live in this great valley. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 


(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Everett T. Winter and I am executive vice president 
of the Mississippi Valley Association. Last October, I addressed a joint meeting 
of the Arkansas Basin Associations of Oklahoma and Arkansas at a very fine 
meeting in Little Rock. My thinking on the development of the Arkansas Basin, 
and the thinking of our organization, is exactly as set out in this address. 

With your permission, I will make that address a pert of the record of this 
hearing and consume no further time of this committee. 


WATER AND WEALTH 


Opportunity sometimes wears strange disguises, but 
beckons with open arms. 


today I believe she 
It is not my prerogative to say whether she has knocked 
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before in the Arkansas Valley. Much more important is to recognize whiat shie 
offers now. I am convinced it is a great deal. 

Just three decades ago to the month at a conference similar to the one we 
are holding here in Little Rock today, Herbert Hoover, then Secretary of 
Commerce, speaking in Kansas City, said: 

“The topography of our country, the present and future necessities of our 
population, the development We have already accomplished, and, above all, the 
goodness of providence in our natural water channels clearly define for us two 
major inland waterway systems, the Mississippi system and the Great Lakes 
system. 

“T visualize the Mississippi system as 9,000 miles of connected waterways 
a transportation system of which some 3,100 miles are trunklines and 6,000 
miles are laterals. That is, a main north-south trunkline 1,500 miles in length, 
reaching from New Orleans to Chicago and there connecting the Great Lakes 
system, and crossing this, a great east-west trunkline 1,600 miles in length, from 
above Pittsburgh through Cairo to Kansas City. Over a large part of these 
main stems we can maintain 9 feet of depth. 

“In addition to these main trunks we must diligently improve feeders through 
the Tennessee, the Cumberland, the Arkansas, the upper Missouri, the upper 
Mississippi, the Monongahela, the Allegheny, and other streams to workable 
depth for modern craft. 

“It will serve the vast heart of American agriculture and will place great 
commercial and industrial cities with upwards of 7 million people in the cheapest 
of communication with each other to cheaper transportation of agricultural and 
bulk commodities over a great hinterland of States.” 

Those words twere spoken in 1925. In the intervening years much of Mr. 
Hoover’s prophecy has been fulfilled. We have a 9-foot channel, or better, on the 
Mississippi River from Minneapolis and St. Paul to the Gulf of Mexico. We 
have a 9-foot channel on the Illinois River, connecting the Mississippi with the 
Great Lakes, and we have even started construction on the rebuilding of the 
Calument-Sag Channel which links the Illinois Waterway with the Great Lakes 
and the commerce of the world. We have 9-foot channels on the Ohio and the 
Monongahela and we have successful commercial navigation on the Tennessee, 
the Cumberland, the Missouri, and the Allegheny. 

There is only one link in the Mississippi system which Mr. Hoover visualized, 
on Which his prophecy has not come to pass. 

It is that link—the Arkunsas—-we hive met here today to talk about. 

Before we get down to cases on the Arkansas, let’s look for a moment at what 
has happened on some of the other links. I am quite such Mr. Hoover, in his 
most optimistic moment, did not foresee in 1925 what has happend on these 
rivers in the last few years. 

The Tennessee River was carrying 2,869,000 tons of freight annually in 1948. 
By 1953 the annual tonnage had grown to 7,119,000 tons, and last year the 
Tennessee carried 8,415,000 tons of freight. In 1943, the Cumberland River 
carried less than three-quarters of a million tons of freight. By 1953 the annual! 
traffic had grown to 2% milion tons, and the 1954 total was approximately the 
same, 

Twelve years ago the Missouri River carried less than 400,000 tons. In 1953 
this traffic had grown to 966,000 tons, and last year the total was a million and 
a half tons. Mr. Hoover mentioned upper Mississippi. That stretch of the main 
stem carried 3,442,000 tons in 1948. By 1953 the traffic had increased to 14% 
million tons, and last year the total was 1614 million tons. The Monongahela 
consistently averages about 35 million tons a year, and in 1953, the peak year 
thus far, the total was 33,370,000 tons. The Allegheny, also mentioned by Mr. 
Hoover, averages about 4 million tons annually. I could go on describing the 
amazing growth of inland-waterway transportation in the last 3 decades since 
that history-making conference was held back in 1925. 

The figures I have cited emphasize other considerations which are even more 
significant. 

Wherever these rivers have been developed and put to economic use for naviga- 
tion, flood control, water for industry, and irrigation, new industries have been 
eStablished, more jobs have been created, population has increased, and the people 
have prospered. It is significant that there is in this country only one city with 
a population of a half million or more which is not located on or adjacent to com- 
mercial navigation. That city is Denver, and there have been other factors which 
have contributed to Denver’s growth in recent years. Denver is great because of 
controlled water, but in her case she used that water for the irrigation of dry 
land. 
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It is true today, and it will become increasingly true in the future, that water 
is the key to industrial and population growth. Industry must have the advan- 
tage of low-cost water transportation for the assembly of bulk raw materials and 
to compete in world markets. Industry must also have water for manufacturing 
processes. The fact is that water is now the most widely used natural resource 
in manufacturing, and the location of new industries depends in a large measure 
upon the availability of ample water supplies. 

One of the significant developments of the postwar years has been the develop- 
ment of industry and the growth of population in the interior of this country. 
The center of population has moved steadily westward and southward, which is 
a trend that directly concerns us here today. Despite the fact that population 
and industry are moving in this direction along the Arkansas River, you have 
suffered a loss in population and you have not enjoyed your share of the pros- 
perity of the last three decades. 

It seems obvious that one reason why this area has not kept pace is the fact 
that not nearly enough work has been done on the Arkansas River to link this 
section with the rest of the Mississippi Valley. This meeting today can, and 
should, be the turning point at which Arkansas and Oklahoma will be put on the 
bandwagon and assured their just share of the prosperity that inevitably follows 
the full development of a great river. 

I am not suggesting that the great States of Arkansas and Oklahoma have not 
made important progress in their fight against the ravages of floods. Perhaps 
no State in the Union has impounded more potentially destructive floodwaters 
than has Arkansas. Your Senators and your Congressmen have rendered an 
impressive service in bringing about authorizations and appropriations by Con- 
gress which have made possible such great water-impounding propects as the 
reservoirs at Bull Shoals, Norfork, Nimrod, Blue Mountain, Narrows, Table Rock, 
Blakely Mountain, and others. Oklahoma has likewise made significant progress 
with the Denison, Oologah, Fort Gibson, Tenkiller Ferry Reservoirs, and others 
in that State. 

tut it is not enough merely to impound destructive floodwaters. It is the 
proper economic use of those surplus waters that changes a liability into a valu- 
able asset. Oklahoma has not as yet made use of any of her impounded water 
for navigation, and Arkansas, it must be said, has not used her stored water to 
the fullest extent for this purpose. 

Let’s look for a moment at what has happened to population in this area as a 
result of the lack of navigation. In Arkansas, along the Arkansas River from 
Little Rock to the Mississippi River, there are 2 counties which have made 
population gains and 2 others which show losses. The gains, which average 21.4 
percent, are, as you might suspect, in counties that have river ports. The 2 
counties which have suffered population losses averaging 13.2 percent have no 
river ports. If you follow the Arkansas River west of Little Rock you find 
8 counties with an average loss in population of 18.6 percent and only 1 county 
that has shown a gain of 2.2 percent. 

Down on the Ouachita River, only one county has gained population. That 
is Ouachita County which has an increase of 6.1 percent. Union, Ashley, Cal- 
houn, and Bradley Counties have suffered an average loss of 10.8 percent, with 
Calhoun having suffered a loss of 26 percent in 10 years. The moral should be 
plain. There is a definite relationship in Arkansas between navigation and 
population. 

soth Arkansas and Oklahoma suffered population losses in the decade be- 
tween 1940 and 1950. The 1950 census showed that Arkansas’ population had 
dropped from 1,949,387 in 1940 to 1,909,511 in 1950, a loss of 2 percent. In the 
same decade Oklahoma’s population fell from 2,336,434 to 2,233,351, a loss of 
4.4 percent. 

I am certainly not suggesting that either State will continue to lose popula- 
tion. But I think it is clear that there are some specific things that can be done 
to not only offset the losses that have been suffered in the past but also to 
accelerate the growth of the future. 

In this area you have some important advantages. I mentioned earlier the 
importance of water to industry—and you have in your systems of reservoirs 
ample water supplies to offer industry. Sometimes we do not realize how im- 
port such reservoirs are to industry. Let me cite just a few examples. It re- 
quires 65,000 gallons of water to make a ton of steel. It takes 1,000 gallons to 
produce a pound of rayon. It requires 300 gallons of water to make a barrel 
of beer. TI could go on, but I think the point is clear. Water is needed for 
nearly all industrial processes and will be needed in far greater quantity in the 
future. 
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There are other aspects of the problem. The increasing use of air conditioning 
in home and factory means the use of more water. As population grows, so does 
the demand for domestic water supplies. Today industry uses eight times as 
much water as it did in 1900. By 1975, it is estimated industry will use two 
and a half times as much water as it does today. In fact, industry’s withdrawal 
of water now about equals withdrawas for irrigation. Another way of puttimg 
it is the report of the President’s Materials Policy Commission during World 
War II, which revealed that plans to build at least 300 industrial or military 
establishments had to be abandoned or modified because of an inadequate water 
supply. 

The second requisite for industrial development is low-cost transportation 
which means, of course, water transportation. Since the first colonists came 
to this country, industry has always located where it could take advantage of 
low-cost water rates. Similarly, agriculture has prospered most where water 
transportation is available. 

There are two faces to the transportation dollar. One is the saving made pos 
sible by the use of the waterways for the products for which this form of trans 
portation is intended. It is a conservative estimate that these savings average 
more than $2 a ton on most commodities. The other side of the coin is the 
savings made possible by the influence of water transportation on rail rates. | 
could cite instance after instance in which water competition has materially 
lowered the rail rates, and we know from the experience of the past that once 
water competition was eliminated the rail rates would automatically increase. 

For many factories, businesses, and farmers, these transportation savings can 
mean the difference between profit and loss; between an expanded market and 
a restricted market, between overseas markets and sometimes no market at all. 

To put it another way, it can be pointed out that on 11 of the principal 
navigation channels of this country today, waterway transportation is saving 
the shippers in freight costs a sum more than double the total of the amortization 
of the cost of construction, interest on the Federal investment in the channels 
and the cost of maintenance and operation. One waterway link shows a ratio 
of benefits to costs of as high as 14.8 to 1. This link happens to be the Gulf 
Intracoastal Waterway. On the lower Mississippi the ratio is 9.5 to 1, on the 
Monongahela it is 9.4 to 1. On the Illinois Waterway it is 8.1 to 1, and on 
the Ohio it is 7.3 to 1. 

These ratios do not include the savings to shippers through water-compelled 
rail freight rates, nor the differential‘in handling costs of bulk commodities. 
Obviously, it is easier, cheaper and faster to load or unload one 1,000-ton barge 
than twenty-five 40-ton coal cars, or one million-gallon barge than 100 10,000- 
gallon tank cars. 

What do these figures mean to the people of Arkansas and Oklahoma? First, 
they mean that with ample water reserves and low cost water transportation 
on the Arkansas Kiver, you will build industry in these States. It means also 
that you will make agricluture more prosperous because low water rates mean 
more return for the farmer on what he sells. More industry and a more pros- 
perous agriculture means more business for your wholesalers and retailers, more 
jobs for your people and a more stable and diversified economy. 

There are a few skeptics who say navigation on the Arkansas River is not 
feasible. They say there are not enough products to be moved by water, and they 
insist that the improvement of the river for commercial navigation would cost 
far more than the traffic would justify. 

In answer to them, we can point out that both the Army and the Congress 
have officially decreed that the Arkansas is navigable—and that the benefits 
more than justify the cost. Kconomic justification is one of the requisites for 
approval by both the Army engineers and the Congress, and it should be noted 
that the Army engineers in all their history of working with the inland water 
ways have never overestimated the benefit-to-cost ratio in determining the feasi 
hility of a navigation project. In every instance where improvements have been 
made on their recommendation, the actual tonnages carried have exceeded their 
conservative estimates. 

On the Ohio River, for example, the Army engineers’ original estimate in 
1908 was 9 million tons annually ; in 1954 the actual traffic on the river amounted 
to 55 million tons. On the Illinois River, the estimate in 1933 was 8,330,000 tons ; 
traffic in 1954 on this link totaled 15,354,000 tons. For the upper Mississippi 
project, the estimate in 1980 was 9 million tons annually; in 1954 this section 
of the river carried 16,295,000 tons. 
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No one who is familiar with the spectacular development of inland waterway 
transportation can doubt that the estimates for the Arkansas are even more 
conservative, There are many commodities and raw materials which would con- 
tribute to impressive tonnages on the Arkansas if the river were improved for 
navigation. Millions of tons of steel are used each year by the oil industry. 
More steel is used in the construction industry and by fabricators. Savings 
running into millions of dollars annually could be made if this steel could move 
from the steel centers of the Middle West into these States by water. In 
Oklahoma alone it is estimated that about a half million tons of the materials 
used to make fertilizers are shipped in annually. Water transportation would 
lower the cost of these fertilizers to the farmers. 

One of the principal cash crops of this area is cotton. Cotton, as you know, 
requires a great deal of commercial fertilizer. Farmers of this area can make 
substantial savings not only on fertilizers manufactured in this area but also on 
commercial fertilizers shipped into this area. Let me cite a specific example: 
The rail rate on fertilizer from Sheffield, Ala., to Fort Smith, with 60,000 pounds 
minimum, is $9.40 per ton plus 15 percent plus 3 percent; on a 30,000-pound 
minimum shipment the rate is $10 per ton plus 15 percent plus 3 percent. The 
barge rate from Sheffield, Ala., to Helena, Ark., on fertilizer, with a 500-ton 
minimum, is $2.76 per ton plus 15 percent plus 3 percent: on a 400-ton minimum 
the rate is $3.20 per ton plus 15 percent plus 3 percent. This is one side of the 
story. Let’s look at the other side—the rail rate on cotton from Fort Smith, 
Ark., to New Orleans, with a minimum shipment of 25,000 pounds, is $16.80 
per ton plus 15 percent plus 3 percent; on a 65,000-pound minimum the rail rate 
is $13 per ton plus 15 percent plus 8 percent. The barge rate on cotton from 
Memphis to New Orleans, with a 300-ton minimum shipment, is $2.84 per ton 
plus 15 percent plus 3 percent. You can see from these figures that the farmer 
will benefit immensely when water transportation is available in this area, not 
only in the low-cost barge rates but also in the influence these rates will have 
on rail rates. 

This area ships vast quantities of petroleum and petroleum products which 
can move by water. Bauxite is an important raw material from this area which 
ean move by water. Wheat and rice agricultural commodities which can find 
ready markets at home and abroad if water transportation is available. Eastern 
Oklahoma has reserves of high-grade coal estimated at 5 billion tons. Today 
that coal is virtually priced out of the market because of high freight rates. 

The improvement of the Arkansas River for navigation was authorized by 
Congress in 1938. Since then there have been other authorizations for some of 
the flood-control reservoirs which will contribute to navigation. I submit to 
you it is time something happened to bring this authorization to a reality. I can 
promise you the wholehearted support of the Mississippi Valley Association, 
which I represent. 

Our platform for 1955, unanimously adopted at our last annual meeting, 
recommended that “Congress appropriate sufficient funds to expedite the author- 
ized project for the Arkansas Basin for flood control, bank stabilization, naviga- 
tion, and incidental hydroelectric power,’ In addition, we made specific 
recommendations for key dams in both States, for the Ouachita Basin, the St. 
I'rancis Basin, the Cache Basin, and the White River Basin. We stand ready to 
work with vou in these projects. 

We cannot afford to think in small terms or make little plans for the future. 
IT am convinced it is time we take a long hard look at our program of permanent 
public works, not only in the Arkansas Basin, but everywhere in this country. 
By 1975 it is now estimated we will have in the United States a population of 
200 million people. This is a gain of 40 million and is the equivalent of the total 
population of the 6 New England States. plus New York, Pennsylvania, and 
Marviand. 

It is estimated it will take 121 million hogs, 10,500,000 cattle, 30 billion pounds 
of fluid milk and nearly 15 billion dozen eggs just to feed the newcomers in 
the next 20 years, to say nothing of the clothinghouses, automobiles, and other 
things they will require. We need to lift our sights on the public improvements 
the newcomers will need too. We shall need more transportation, larger water 
reserves, ore roads, and many other thinigs. 

I said at the outset that opportunity in Arkansas and Oklahoma beckons 
with open arms. Perhaps it is more accurate to suggest that opportunity is 
pleading with us in our deliberations today to act now to bring about the de- 
velopment authorized by Congress, to build up the industry and agriculture of 
these States and to come into the heritage that is rightfully yours to possess 
and to use to build a better life and a more stable economy. 
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Mr. Kirwan. The next witness. 
Mr. Byrnes. The next witness I should like to call is Mr. J. 
Murray, of Little Rock, who is transportation consultant and was 


requested by the interstate committee to present a paper on the eco- 
nomics of navigation. 


STATEMENT OF J. C. MURRAY 


Mr. Murray. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
have prepared a statement that I should like to introduce into the 
record, if you please, with your permission, but I should also like your 
bearing with me for each member of the committee to have a copy 
of the statement because, while I do not propose to read the statement, 
[ do want to refer to portions of it as briefly as possible. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


My name is J. C. Murray, with office located at 108 Scott Street in Little Rock, 
Ark. My position is that of commerce counsel, dealing with transportation and 
practicing before State and Federal regulatory bodies. I have had over 40 
years’ experience in the transportation field including railroad traffic and trans- 
portation and representing the shipping public. At this hearing my statement 
is made as secretary of the Arkansas Basin Association, secretary of the Pulaski 
County Flood Control and Navigation Association, and transportation consultant 
of the Little Rock Chamber of Commerce. 

The comprehensive multipurpose plan for the development of the Arkansas 
River was adopted by the 79th Congress in 1946 and the adoption included the 
recommendations made by the Chief of Engineers in his report dated September 
1945, together with a letter from the Chief dated March 19, 1946, and was sub- 
mitted to the Congress by direction of the Secretary of War. 

In an appearance before the Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee of the Public 
Works Committee of the House of Representatives, 8lst Congress, Ist session, 
| presented what I considered to be a factual criticism of the benefits originally 
allocated by the engineers and I am attaching hereto, marked “Exhibit A,” 
a copy of that presentation. Since this exhibit was presented, the railroads, 
effective March 7, 1956, have further increased their freight rates by 6 percent 
Which, added to the benefits shown on the exhibit, would result in a total benefit 
of about $43,750,000 annually from transportation. 

No benefits were credited to the Arkansas for irrigation, industrial or civic 
usages of water, nor for recreation. There was some consideration given to 
benefits from power development and flood control. 

Last year the Corps of Engineers made a reevaluation study of the program 
in which I assisted by furnishing some of the data. I found approximately 
$20,000 tons of traffic available for annual movement on the river and in con- 
nection with other streams, practically all of which was not available when 
my presentation to the Slst Congress was made. 

Another feature that must be considered is that since the original study was 
made, railroad freight rates have been increased according to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission 72.9 percent (exclusive of the 6 percent. The barge 
line carload rates have been increased to some extent but the bargeload 
have not, and I feel it safe to assume that the bargeload rates have not 
increased in excess of 20 percent and in some instances, not at all. 

In this reevaluation study, which has not been made available to me, I under- 
stand from a press quotation, statement made by the district engineer at Tulsa 
recently, that the total benefits of the completed project would amount to S64 
million. I have also been informed that 70 percent of the benefits, approximately, 
will accrue to the navigation portion of the project and 70 percent of $64 million 
is $44,800,000 which is not very far from the figure I mentioned as my estimate 
of $43,750,000 and this does not include the development of our coal fields which 
I will cover later. 

As an illustration of the difference in rates and costs, rail versus barge, I 
quote below rates on iron and steel articles and grain and grain products from 
producing areas to Little Rock and the relationship at other points on the river. 


rates 
been 





454 


Comparison of rates and earnings, rail versus barge 
IRON AND STEEL ARTICLES TRAFFIC 


{Rates per 2,000 pound ton] 


All rail—To Little Rock, Ark. | ee 


Mills per | Mills per 


Rate ton-mile ton-mile 


Miles Rate 


| 


mo | 


From Pittsburgh, Pa $19. 20 
From Chicago, Ill pele 14. 40 
From St. Louis, Mo 10. 00 


916 | 
602 
341 


20. 96 $4. 08 . 3. 37 
23. 92 3.13 2. 44 


| 

| 

| 29. 31 2.33 5 1.73 
| 


UE a 
7 





GRAIN AND GRAIN PRODUCTS 








From Kansas City, Mo--. $6. 40 | 3 13. 82 1 $1. 37 


! Minimum weight 400 tons. 


On iron and steel articles from Pittsburgh, it will be noted the rate to Little 
Rock is $19.20 per ton by rail, yielding 20.96 mills per ton-mile, while the barge 
rate to Memphis is $4.08 per ton, yielding 3.87 mills per ton-mile. From Chicago, 
the mill per ton-mile yield by rail is 23.92 to Little Rock, and by barge to Mem- 
phis 2.44. From St. Louis, these figures are 29.51 and 1.73, respectively. 

On grain and grain products from Kansas City coming to our 6 feed-manufac- 
turing mills at Little Rock, the rate is $6.40 per ton, yielding 13.82 mills per 
ton-mile by rail compzred to a barge rate to Memphis of $1.37 per ton, yielding 
1.95 mills per ton-mile. None of these rates include the 6-percent increase made 
in March 1956. It must be remembered that the farmer pays the freight on agri- 
cultural products in the final analysis, and he would certainly be benefited by 
navigation on the Arkansas. The industrial program within the States of 
Arkansas and Oklahoma would be extremely benefited in the iron and steel move- 
ment. I have just shown these two commodities but I make a statement unquali- 
fiedly that this approximate relationship applies to practically all commodities, 
including the heavy movement of petroleum and its products, oil-well supplies, 
sugar, cotton, rice, and other commodities. 

I have used Little Rock in these computations. I could present figures relat- 
ing to other points on the Arkansas if the committee so desires, but approximately 
the same ratio of differences would exist to the other points on the river. 

There is no doubt that there has been a vast improvement in the economy of 
the territory traversed by the Arkansas since the study was made and particu- 
larly during the past 10 years. I have noted the report of the Arkansas-White- 
Red River Commission appointed by the President to study the areawide prob- 
lem. I do not know whether it has been presented to the Congress, but within 
the report are the following two statements as to the Arkansas River: 

“As a result of further consideration of certain engineering features of the 
plan, and the application of new criteria with regard to economic analysis of 
Federal hydropower projects, several changes are contemplated in connection 
with studies currently underway. These include the deferral of installation of 
power facilities at several of the multiple-purpose projects, and the realinement 
of the waterway below Pine Bluff. These changes, together with the preliminary 
results of a current review of the project economics, indicate that the Arkansas 
River multiple-purpose plan is justified by a greater margin now than at the 
time the plan was authorized. 


“EXPECTED BENEFITS OF AUTHORIZED IMPROVEMENTS 


“The canalization of the Arkansas and Verdigris Rivers will add about 465 
miles of navigable channel to the inland waterway system of the United States. 
The area which would benefit mostly by the project consists of portions of Colo- 
rado, New Mexico, Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas, and Arkansas. Direct access to 
navigable waters would be furnished to the important population centers of 
Tulsa and Muskogee, Okla.; Fort Smith, Little Rock, and Pine Bluff, Ark. Larg 
petroleum refineries, fields of high-quality coal and an extensive agricultural 
area would contribute considerable downstream traffic. Inbound traffic would 
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service the oilfield production, refining centers, manufacturing and agricultural 
activities in the region. Also, the tributary area with a population of about 
3,760,000 in 1950 requires large quantities of consumer goods, a portion of 
which could profitably move over the waterway.” 

In connection with the position that we have taken in regard to the original 
study, not having provided for either undisclosed tonnage or future growth of 
tonnage for the Arkansas, I now quote data showing the growth of tonnage on 
other rivers. The same years for comparison in all instances have not been 
available to me but using a 20-year period, the growth of tonnage on the Illinois 
River has approximately 13% million tons; the Mississippi, 39 million ; the Ohio, 
35 million; and in the short time that the Missouri has been made navigable, 
there moved in 1954, 2,766,325 tons. The Gulf Intracoastal Canal has, over a 
period of 10 years, shown an increase in tonnage from 24 million to 37 million 
excluding export tonnage. I have not used in this statement any traffic except 
inland traffic. 


Comparative statement of tonnage handled on interior waterways (inland traffic only) 


ns 2,000 pounds] 


Illinois River 
Mississippi River 
Ohio River 


Missouri River 1, 609, 30 
Memphis Harbor 2, 938, 26 


1944 


Gulf Intracoastal faa : % 24, 061, 744 


Authority: Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers, Reports on Waterborne Comme 
United States. 


COAL DEVELOPMENT 


We have in the Fort Smith-Oklahoma area, contiguous to the Arkansas River, 
an estimated 50 billion tons of coal which is landlocked. Based upon present 
transportation costs, the survey I have made shows that we cannot market 
this coal generally east of Newport, Ark., or north of a line drawn east 
and west through the south-central part of Iowa. We are shipping some coal 
to St. Louis, Mo., which is being used at that place to reduce smoke troubles. 

Recently we have been able to ship some coal to Texas steel plants as coking 
coal. Investigation will show that the United States is shipping a very small 
proportion of the total coal consumed in Central and South America. This coal 
could go by water all the way from the mine to destination, not only to Central 
and South America but to other countries. The quality of the coal is not exceeded 
by other production, and a comparison of the analysis of Arkansas, Oklahoma, 
and Illinois is shown below: 


Arkansas 


Fixed carbon 60. 7-80. 5 
Moisture 0.8 4 
Sulfur 0.6- 3.3 
Volatile 9. 8-19. 7 


British thermal units 11, 910-14. 650 


NoOTE.—Minimum sulfur and moisture content and maximum earbon cor 
W here volatile content does not exceed approximately 21 the coal is smokeless, i where ther than 21 it 
produces black smoke. 


B. t. u. content of the Arkansas coal is exceedingly attractive as compared to 
other coals. 
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BAUXITE 


Ninety-five percent of the bauxite of the United States, from which aluminum 


is made, is located within 25 miles of the Arkansas River, largely in Pulaski and. 


Saline Counties near Little Rock. It is important that river transportation be 
available for the movement of this bauxite, especially when necessities such 
as during World War IT arise. 

Jn explanation of this, the Arkansas State geological reports show that the 
production in these 2 counties in 1939 amounted to 400,254 tons. The consumption 
in the United States was greater, because we were importing bauxite from the 
Guianas principally: but when the German U-boats entered the Gulf of Mexico 
we had to reduce our imports to practically nil and increase the production in 
these 2 counties to 813,545 tons in 1945. The destruction of bridges conld put 
the railroads out of business: whereas navigation on the Arkansas, in connection 
with other rivers, would insure continuous movement. 

We have two large plants consuming locally the Arkansas bauxite at present, 
one of which is importing additional bauxite through Mobile to include in the 
aluminum production in Arkansas, and the movement from these plants would 
be protected with navigation. 


INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT AND COMPETITION 


Industry, particularly in the chemical and fertilizer fields, is locating on 
navigable streams. My information is that 162 large industries in these fields 
and the petroleum field located on interior streams in the past 2 years. In our 
area we are blessed with petroleum, gas, water, coal, bauxite (from which 
aluminum is made), forestry for building woodwork and the manufacture of 
paper, cement, fiber and food commodities: yet we have been unable to balance 
agriculture with industry, largely for the reason that industry is locating on 
navigable streams. The competition in this respect is impossible to overcome 
without navigation on the Arkansas. There is attached herewith a small map, 
marked “Exhibit B,” showing the program for development of the Arkansas on 
one side and on the other side the rivers which are already navigable and 
those which have been approved for navigation but not yet navigable are shown. 
These rivers that are now navigable and maintained for transportation are the 
result of congressional action. Yet the Arkansas, which is the 
in the United States that remains undeveloped, is being neglected. 

This map shows that Arkansas and Oklahoma are practically surrounded hy 
competitive water transportation and our area is fast becoming one which will 
be denuded of its raw materials, to be drawn to points on other rivers, leaving 
us in a more jeopardized position than we are in at present. It is essential 
that this discrimination be removed not only by providing navigation on the 
Arkansas but by expediting the program. We receive many inquiries from 
industry and industrial engineers seeking locations in the Southwest, and in 
nearly every instance they want to know when the approved plan for navigation 
on the Arkansas will be effective. We have proceeded for a number of years 
principally in connection with bank stabilization, although annually we have 
requested that our program be progressed. 


longest river 


SUGGESTED PLAN 


What we need and should have is a program under the auspices of the Army 
engineers, which will commence the entire development and complete it in a 
given period of years with adequate appropriations to be expended annually. 
It should be borne in mind that the cost of the program is to be amortized over 
a period of 40 years. But certainly it may be constructed in not less than 
12 to 15 years, thus permitting earnings to accumulate long before the period 
of amortization is concluded. It is our suggestion that the Congress request 
from the Army engineers such a program and then the Congress provide annual 
appropriations to carry it through. 

Some of the program has been completed. Certain dams have been con- 
structed and 1 or 2 are under construction. But aside from this, bank stabil- 
ization has been the limit of funds available for the program. 

It is recognized that the Eufaula Dam and Keystone Dam, in Oklahoma, the 
Oologah and Toronto Dams, in Oklahoma, and the Dardenelle Dam, in Arkansas, 
which is a river-run dam containing power development, cannot be minimized. 
The power potentiai in these dams constitutes over 300,000 kilowatts. The 
Eufaula and Keystone Dams wil reduce siltation in the Arkansas materially. 


$cc ea 
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All of these dams should be constructed expeditiously. As to the siltation 
feature, the Army engineers have stated that 120 million tons of silt pass under 
the bridges at Little Rock annually and a great deal of this silt comes out of the 
Canadaian and Verdigris Rivers. Thousands of acres of virgin soil, the most 
productive in the country, are lost annually through floods. While at the same 
time we are expending vast sums to reclaim arid lands in the West which never 
produced anything and this land of alluvial soils flows down into the Mississippi 
and to the gulf. It is almost criminal to permit this erosion to continue, especi- 
ally considering the anticipated increase in our population, which is running 
approximately 2 million per year. We are expending vast sums for dams, 
canals, agricultural, and other purposes in foreign countries. There may be 
diplomatic reasons for this, but in my opinion one of the greatest contributions 
we can make to Soviet success is to neglect our domestic economical situation, 
and this Arkansas River program is a part of that economy. 

It is our plea that the entire program be started with the view of completion 
within a reasonable period of years, to be suggested by the Army engineers; 
and that as an absolute necessity for the program, funds be provided by this 
Congress for the expeditious construction of the Eufaula Dam, the Keystone 
Dam, in Oklahoma, and the Dardanelle Dam, in Arkansas, and that this com 
mittee recommend necessary funds for these purposes. 

Respectfully submitted. 

J. C. MURRAY 


Exuipir A. ReECAPITULATION OF TRANSPORTATION 


Bencfits allocated in United States engineers’ report and additional benefits 
claimed herein 


As used in the report ; $19, 606, 000. 00 


Added benefits herein : 

Using 44.6 percent of disclosed tonnage instead of 388.6 per 

cent , 176, 360. 00 
Adding 40 percent for undisclosed tonnage and future growth 

tonnage. _.- ~ S42, 000. 00 
Using shorter navigation mile ‘ages via improved channel , O44, 467. 92 
Fertilizer movement 390, 000. 00 
Bauxite movement : 32, 610. 00 
Stone movement ; 545, 990. 00 
Cotton movement : : PAS, 973. OO 
Coal movement 2 PSO, O00. 00 
Lead and zine and concentrates 163, 310. 00 
Saving in tank car costs 916, 000. 00 
Grain and grain products (in excess of engineers’ report ) 957, 327. OO 
Oil field pipe (in excess of engineers’ report) 2, 6GO, 514. 00 
Petroleum and products (in excess of engineers’ report) 3, 400, 190. 00 


Total added benefits from transportation 2) 667, TH ): 


Total benetits Claimed as resulting from transportation 41, 273, 741. 92 
NOTE Does not include benefits incidental to navigation such as development of coal 


mining area and increased agricultural production due to effect of fertilizers 
productivity. 


Mr. Murray. First, I would like to tell you that my name is J. C 
Murray. I live in Little Rock, Ark. I am engaged in the transpor- 
tation counsel business. I am secretary of the Arkansas Basin Asso 
clation. Iam secret: wy of the Pulas ki Cc ounty Flood Control & Navi- 
gation Association, and tr: ansportation consultant to the Little Rock 
Chamber of Commerce. 

And my statement is introduced in behalf of the bistate committee 
of which Mr. Byrnes is chairman. 

I have had over 40 vears’ experience in the transportation field, both 
on the side of railroads, 17 years, and the balance of the time represent- 
ing the shipping public. 
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I practiced before the Interstate Commerce Commission and other 
commissions in Washington and have been practicing since 1949. 

That has given me an insight into the transporation field, naturally. 

Some of what I was going to say has already been said, but I do 
want to call your attention to the fact that the reevaluation that was 
made by the Army engineers in 1955 indicated a total benefit of the 
entire project of $64 million a year. 

I would like to ask you, if you please, to refer to exhibit A, which 
is the second last page of this statement which was my estimate that 
I placed in an appearance before the Rivers and Harbors Subcom- 
mittee of the Public Works Committee of this House in the 81st Con- 
gress, Ist session. 

Now, since that statement was made, the freight rates have been 
increased an additional 6 percent which brings my figure to about 
$4314 million as against 70 percent of the $64 million that was found 
in 1955, and TI have been informed that 70 percent of the benefits come 
from navigation. 

Well, 70 percent of $64 million is about $44,800,000, so our figures 
are not very far apart. 

Now, I would like to refer to the top of page 3, if you will, please, 
to show vou the handicap that we are under. 

You will note there that Little Rock, and Little Rock is illustrative 
of the rest of the points on the river, if we bring steel there from 
Pittsburgh to Little Rock by rail, the rail rate yields : a return to the 
railroads which includes profits, of 20.96 mills per ton-mile. 

Memphis enjoys a rate by water from Pittsburgh, which yields, 
including a profit, 3.37 mills. That is quite a handicap. 

We pay 17 mills per ton-mile greater for a longer haul, if you please, 
than Meimphis pays by barge for a shorter haul. If we get steel from 
Chicago. we pay the rz ailroads 23.92 mills per ton-mile. 

If Memphis gets steel from Chicago by barge, they pay 2.44 mills. 

[f we bring our steel from St. Louis we pay the railroads 29.31 mills. 
Memphis pays by barge 1.72 mills. 1.78 mills. Now, we have six 
feed-manufacturing firms at Little Rock, and we draw our grain from 
the Kansas City area. We pay the railroads on grain “and erain 
products 13.82 mills per ton-mile; Memphis pays the barge line 1.95 
mills per ton-mile. 

Now, just how long do you think our situation, our six mills, are 
coing to be able to live under and compete with that sort of competi- 
tion, which is already created. 

Now, if vou want the figures, the Interstate Commerce Commission 
will tell you, and it is a matter of public record, that since this pro- 
gram was adopted by the Congress the railroads have increased their 
rates 72.9 percent. Only in March of this year, this very month, on 
the seventh of this month, they increased another 6 percent. 

T do not say they do not need it. T do say that from my experience 
they would make more money by reducing rates, but they do not feel 
that way about it. 

Now, you will find, if you refer to the AWR report—I am sure you 
are familiar with it—that they say: 


That as a result of further consideration of certain engineering features of 
the Arkansas River plan the application of new criteria with regard to economic 
analysis of Federal hydropower projects, several changes are contemplated in 
connection with the studies currently under way. 



















459 


Then they say: 





Another canalization of the Arkansas and Verdigris Rivers will add about 
465 miles of navigable channel to the inland waterway system of the United 
States. The area which would benefit mostly by the projects consists of por- 
tions of Colorado, New Mexico, Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas, and Arkansas. 

They wound up by saying that it is a project which should be pro- 
gressed. Now, that was about a 5- year study before the report was 
made. 

[ would like to ask you, if you will, please, to turn to page 5. 1 
first would like to say that the Army engineers usually base their 
growth of tonnage by adding about 44 percent and that is over the 
period of amortization of the project, all of the other rivers of the 
United States were amortized on 50 years, ours is amortized on 40. 

You will note on the Illinois River, and I have taken a 20-year 
period, in 1935 they handled roughly 11% million tons. 

In 1954, 1514 million tons. 

On the Mississippi River figures, 15 million compared to 54 million. 

The Ohio, about 21 million compared to 55 million. 

The Missouri River, which has just really started, in 1950, 1,609,000. 
In 1954, 2,667,000. 

Now, one of our principal competitors, Memphis, Tenn., that har- 
bor handled in 1950, 2,938,000 tons and in 1954, 3,561,000 tons. 

And take a look at the Gulf Intracoastal Canal. A great many of 
the chemical industries and the fertilizer industries are locating on the 
interacoastal and lower Mississippi. The intracoastal in 1944 had 
24 million tons and just 10 years later, 36,936,000 tons. 

Senator Kerr. What was it in 1944? 

Mr. Murray. In 1944 it was 24,061,000. That is a growth of 50 
percent in 10 years. 

Senator Kerr spoke to you about coal—50 million tons of coal lying 
landlocked in the Fort Smith and Oklahoma area. 

Now, I say this to you without any fear of contradiction: it is 
impossible to market our coal at any point east of Newport, Ark., in 
our own State. It is impossible to market our coal north of a line 
drawn across east and west, the center of the State of Iowa. 

The reason for that, gentlemen, is our high transportation cost. 
Lately we have been able to ship some coal to Texas mills for coking 
purposes. We helped St. Louis get clean by shipping coal to St. 
Louis, and those are our two markets to date. 

The reason St. Louis got clean is that a lot of our semianthracite 
is smokeless. Where your minimum sulphur and moisture content 
and maximum carbon result in the best coal and where the volatile 
content does not exceed 21, the coal is smokeless. 

Now, if you will look at page 6, you will see that the B. t. u. content 
of the Arkansas coal and the Oklahoma coal ranges from 11,130 B. t. u. 
to 14,710. The Illinois coal ranges from 10,535 B. t. u.’s to 13,090. 

In other words, we have better coal than they have, but we cannot 
market it. 

Now, I have not made a study of it this year, but the year before 
last South America and Central America eneineel 25 million tons 
of coal, approximately. 

Africa shipped part of it, transshipped part of it; England shipped 
part of it, and we did ship 300,000 tons of the total. 
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Now, gentlemen, this coal can be loaded on barges on the Arkansas 
River and never touch land until it gets to South and Central Ameri ica, 
~~ we cannot move it just because we do not have navigation. 

Now, let us get to another situation; 95 percent of the bauxite 
pr oduced in the United States is within 25 miles of the Arkansas River 
at Little Rock, 95 percent. Now, we will go back to the Second World 
War. As long as we were not bothered i in the gulf, we were importing 
a lot of ore and the Aluminum C ompany of ‘America was retaining 
our domestic production for future use largely and they did blend 
some of it with some of the ores coming from the British and Dutch. 
We were only using 490,000 tons a year, but Mr. Hitler’s U-boats got 
into the gulf and when they got into the gulf we did not import 1 ton 
and we had to absorb 813,000 tons out of the Arkansas field to make 
up the deficit. 

I mention that to show you what some of our natural resources mean 
to our national defense. You can destroy a railroad bridge easily ; you 
do not have to use a bomb. All you have to do is do it from the inside, 
but you cannot destroy a river and all the barges on it. 

Now, we have plenty of petroleum; we have plenty of gas; we have 
plenty of water, coal, bauxite, forestry, paper, cement, food, and fiber ; 
but we do not seem to be able to compete due almost entirely to ex- 
cessive transportation costs. 

And unless we can have this Arkansas River made navigable, we 
are going to stay in the same pot and boil forever. 

The program should be expedited and it should be handled in an 
intelligent way, not piecemeal. 

It is my plea to this committee and to the Congress that they call 
upon the Army engineers for a program to complete the project that 
was approved by Congress, all on them, I don’t care whether it is for 
a 10-year program or 12-year program, or what it is, but get a program 
and then appropriate sufficient funds each year to carry ‘that program 
through just as you did on the Missouri River. 

You may start with a low amount, in the middle of the program you 
may come up with a higher amount, and then gradually diminish, 
but we cannot continue to go along as we are going. 

I should like to ask you to look at the back of the map which is the 
last page of the statement. I think you have had a larger map of this 
same thing, but what has happened 1s this: 

The Federal Government through the Congress has made these 
other rivers navigable and the Federal Government through the 
Congress has neglected the Arkansas River. You have surrounded 
us with water on all sides; you have approved the Red River up te 
Shreveport, the Trinity River to Fort Worth. and the first thing we 
know we are going to be like a cow sitting on the hill during the flood. 

She will just have what she has to eat and she won’t be able to swim 
out. And, gentlemen, that isall Thave. TI appreciate the opportunity 
of appearing before you. I just hope and pray that you will do some- 
thing to expedite t this program in its entirety and especially the start- 
ing point which is funds for the Eufaula, Keystone, and Dardanelles 
Dams and includes also the projects that are already in the budget. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Byrne. I present Colonel Wilson of Tulsa. 
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STATEMENT OF FRANCIS 





J. WILSON 


Mr. Winson, Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name 
is Francis J. Wilson. I am a consulting engineer living in Tulsa, 
Okla., specializing in water resources problems and the executive vice 
president of the Arkansas Basin Development Association, Inc., and 
have the honor to be a member of the governor's bistate committee. 

[ have a statement which | request permission to file, Mr. Chairman, 
and my comments will be very brief. 
(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


My name is Francis J. Wilson. I am a consulting engineer, living in Tulsa, 
Okla., specializing in water resource problems. I am also executive vice presi- 
dent of the Arkansas Basin Development Association, Inc., and a member of the 
Arkansas-Oklahoma Bistate Committee appearing here. 

All of the groups with which I am working are dedicated to the development 
of the soil and water resources of the Arkansas River Basin and all feel that the 
multiple purpose development of this great stream has been delayed for too 
long a time. 

Things are changing in the Arkansas Basin. Oklahoma and Arkansas are 2 of 
the 4 States in the Union which lost population between 1940 and 1950. In spite 
of this overall loss the urban areas of both States have been growing by leaps 
and bounds. This can mean only one thing, and that is, we are in the midst of 
a transition from an agricultural to an industrial economy. It is doubtful if 
we would start tomorrow that we could complete this Arkansas project in time 
for it to fill its proper place in the full development of the potential which is now 
apparent in this area. 

Some people have the idea that we are not at the right time for development of 
the Arkansas for navigation. These conclusions are not in accord with things as 
they are today, and in support of our knowledge that this area is growing rapidly, 
quote from the March 2 issue of the national magazine, U. S. News & World 
Report, page 37, where we find the statement that “fastest growth is seen for 
the areas around Miami, Los Angeles, San Francisco-Oakland, Dallas, and Okla- 
homa City. Slower growth is indicated for areas around New York, Chicago, 
Detroit, Boston, and Cincinnati.” In this same article on page 39, the figures 
for the Oklahoma City area show the estimated population for 1955 as 390,000, and 
estimated population in 1975, 753,000. 

Tulsa’s growth has at least paralleled that of Oklahoma City and in an engineer 
ing report by the well-known firm of Black & Veatch, of Kansas City, Mo., in a 
study on collection and disposal of sewage, on page 13, we find the figures on 
population within the city limits for Tulsa; these are for 1950, 182,780; for 1954, 
220,000: estimated for 1980, 415,000. Translated these figures mean that the 
Tulsa metropolitan area will have approximately three-fourths of a million people 
by 1980. The urban areas in the Arkansas River Basin are all growing rapidly 
While the industrial growth in these towns has not been as rapid as it should be, 
it is nonetheless moving ahead and the nucleus of a vast industrial empire is al 
ready in being. It has been said that in the hundreds of small and large manu 
facturing plants of Tulsa, literally anything can be made. 

In further substantiation of this new and rapidly growing industrial economy 
of Oklahoma, the following is quoted from the annual report of the Federal Re 
serve Bank of Kansas City, Mo., 1955. On page 8, we find: “In Oklahoma the 
number of factories was 10 percent higher in November 1955 than a year earlier. 
This represents an increase of about 8,500 workers and the largest gain among 
district States. Durable goods industries, primarily military aircraft assembly 
and machinery provided most of the increase. Tulsa accounted for about two- 
thirds of the Oklahoma gain with factory employment up 20 percent.” 

It has been said that over 60 percent of the $64 million annual benefits of the 
Arkansas multiple-purpose plan were for navigation. This estimate is probably 
very conservative because the potential for growth in both Arkansas and Okla- 
homa is almost unlimited. With ample water supplies for growing municipalities 
und the industry that is sure to move into the area by virtue of the general de- 
centralization program toward the Southwest, it would appear almost certain that 
the benefits from water transportation which can come only after the river is con 
trolled would far exceed the engineer’s estimate 
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Control of the river means first of all the control of the devastating floods which 
have occurred with distressing regularity in the Arkansas Valley. This can only 
be accomplished through the construction of the Oologah, Keystone, and Eufaula 
Reservoirs. 

Last year the Congress provided funds for these projects and we seek funds to 
continue this work. We know that this committee is well informed on the hazards 
of floods which can come to the Arkansas Basin. We wish to point out that as 
these cities along the river are growing, and have expanded into the flood plain, 
damages from the next great flood will certainly be far greater than any we have 
heretofore experienced. ‘he hazard to property, let alone human life, is growing 
greater with each passing day. 

We know that under present criteria, power facilities will not be included in 
the Keystone Dam; however, the Public Service Company of Oklahoma is conduct- 
ing bona fide negotiations with the Corps of Engineers to purchase falling water 
at Keystone and has started the same sort of negotiations for the water that can 
be available for power production at the Eufaula Reservoir. This action clearly 
cemoustrates the growing market for peaking power from hydroplants in this 
area. It will undoubtedly enhance the benefit-to-cost ratio of these projects. 

In 1925, when Herbert Hoover envisioned the great development of our inland 
waterway system, he included the Arkansas River as one of the principal tribu- 
taries in his plan. The soundness of his vision has been demonstrated by the de- 
velopments that have been built and the tonnage that is moving throughout the 
great Mississippi Basin. 

The Arkansas River is the last major stream, which has as yet been undeveloped. 
We in our area feel that it is more important that we strengthen our own econ- 
omy before giving money for similar developments in other parts of the world 
where it is not even appreciated. 

We know that the total cost of building the Arkansas multiple purpose plan wili 
be about a billion dollars. This sum is about half of what will be spent to develop 
the Missouri Basin and yet the benefits will be almost as great. This is a good 
capital investment by any business standards, and the estimated benefits have 
been increasing. 

When the Arkansas River multiple purpose plan was authorized in 1946, the 
cost-to-benefit ratio was 1 to 1.08. The restudy of this project which was com- 
pleted by the Corps of Engineers a little over a year ago showed that this cost- 
to-benefit ratio had gone up to approximately 1 to 1.20. The total annual benefits 
are now estimated to be about $64 million. This amount is broken down into 
approximately $40 million for navigation, $7 million for flood control, $7 million 
for hydroelectric power, $7 million for channel stabilization and $3 million for 
water supply. 

We hope that the Corps of Engineers will develop a program in which this 
project can be built in from 12 to 15 years, and that the Congress will appro- 
priate the necessary funds to carry this program along on such a basis, leaving 
it to the planning and construction agency to determine those individual projects 
which should be initiated first. 

We are advised by the engineers that their entire plan is dependent upon 
coustruction of the Oologah, Eufaula, and Keystone Reservoirs as the first phase 
in controlling the river. We urge that sufficient funds be appropriated to start 
substantial construction at Keystone and Eufaula this year and that the appro- 
priation for Oologah be increased so that this project will be completed in time 
to furnish municipal and industrial water for the city of Tulsa by 1960. 

This large metropolitan area is growing rapidly and its engineers have advised 
that new sources of water must be in operation about 1960 to take care of the 
needs at that time. The city has already expressed its willingness to pay for 
this water. 

Construction funds for other elements of the plan such as the bank stabiliza- 
tion reservoirs in Kansas and initiation of construction of Dardanelle Reservoir 
should be included in an amount suflicient to meet the requirements of the con- 
struction agency during the coming year. 

Adequate planning funds must also be provided so that projects will be ready 
for construction at the proper time in the program. 

The privilege of appearing before this committee to present this statement is 
greatly appreciated. 


Mr. Witson. First of all, I heartily endorse everything that the 
other witnesses have stated, and hope that you will give careful con- 
sideration to all of their requests and recommendations. 
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Now, I think some people have the idea that we in the Arkan 
Basin are not yet ready for this development. I think if they would 
come into the area they would change their view. 

In the March 2 issue of the national magazine, U. S. News & 
World Report, you will find quite an article on the estimated growth 
of certain areas of the United States and in those areas songper asi 
zrow rapidly you will find Oklahoma City is included with an estimate 
of three-quarters of a million people by 1975. 

Tulsa’s growth has kept pace with Oklahoma City and the other 
urban areas in this basin, despite the handicaps they have from lac! 
of water transportation and lack of water for industry and be elieial 
use, they have been growing, too. 

So the future of that country is already on the way. It has been 
said that the manufacturing industries of Tulsa can produce any- 
thing you want. So we feel that we are ready for this development 
and we feel that we are probably at least in the position where the 
Missouri was just a few years ago and we are, of course, heartily in 
favor of that project and supported it. 

It is interesting to note that the Missouri as a basin has about 7 
million people in it. The Arkansas Basin has about 7 million people 
init. The Arkansas Basin is about half the size of the Missouri Basin. 
It is estimated that the cost of building the completed Missouri project 
is about $2 billion. 

The cost of the Arkansas project is about $1 billion. 

It has been estimated that the potential benefits from building the 
Arkansas project will practically equal those of the Missouri Basin. 

So we feel as Mr. Murray so well stated, that this program should 
be put on a long range, sensible, economical construction basis, so that 
it can be built. 

I think another fact that we should never forget is the decentraliz 
tion of industry due to the possibility of atomic destruction, and if 
that area is an area where natural resources are available, it should 
be certainly considered in any national move to disperse industry. 

We feel strongly in our area that these projects have been too long 
delayed and that moneys that possibly are going out of this country 
into foreign countries for similar projects probably should be spent 
at home because our ow neconomy should be strengthened. 

We feel possibly some of that money that has gone abroad has not 
even been appreciated. 

I thank you very much for the opportunity to appear here, and we 
certainly hope that you can give every considet ration possible to this 
creat project. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Byrne. May I present Mr. Guy Treat, of Oklahoma City, who 
is the third Oklahoma member of the bistate committee. 

Senator Kerr. May I say a word, Mr. Chairman ? 

Our friend, Mr. Wilson, by reason of having been a colonel in the 
Corps of Engineers, has come before you identified as a great engineer. 
Mr. Treat has never been identified with the Army engineers, but he 
is at the top of the engineering profession in Oklahoma, one of our 
ereatly respected and highly successful engineers. 


75294—56—pt. 1——-30 
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STATEMENT OF GUY B. TREAT 


Mr. Treat. Thank you, Senator. 

Maybe Clarence is right; it sounds good, although it may not be 
entirely true. 

I would like permission, Mr. Chairman, to file my statement for the 
record. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 

(The statement of Mr. Treat is as follows :) 


Gentlemen, my name is Guy B. Treat. I am a consulting engineer with offices 
in Oklahoma City, Okla., and a director and vice president of the Arkansas 
Basin Development Association. I have served in a consulting capacity for 
many years in the development of plans for the solution of water problems in 
the State of Oklahoma and particularly Oklahoma City as a member of the 
Governor's water committee and as chairman of the Oklahoma City Engineers’ 
Club water advisory committee for the city of Oklahoma City. It is my privi- 
lege to appear before you today as a member of the Governors’ Bi-State Com- 
mittee of Oklahoma and Arkansas, as previously outlined to you by our chairman, 
Mr. Clarence Byrns, of Fort Smith, Ark. 

This statement is for the following purposes: 

(1) To urge approval of continuing appropriations for the completion 
of the construction work on the Oklahoma City Floodway project. 

(2) To request appropriation of sufficient planning money so that the 
Corps of Engineers may study an extension of the authorized Arkansas 
River navigation plan into central Oklahoma in combination with the move- 
ment of large quantities of water from southeast Oklahoma into central 
Oklahoma as requested by the Senate Public Works Committee resolution of 
March 12, 1955. 

(3) To urge that continuing funds be appropriated for the construction 
of the comprehensive Arkansas Basin development plan as authorized by 
the Congress in 1946. In this regard, it is requested that a timetable be set 
by the Corps of Engineers whereby the projects deemed most desirable from 
the overall basin development standpoint be constructed first. Specifically, 
to continue the work started by the Congress of 1955, in its appropriations 
of funds for bank stabilization on the Arkansas and for Oolagah, Toronto, 
Eufaula, Keystone, and Dardenelle Reservoirs. 


OKLAHOMA CITY FLOODWAY 


This project is now in the fourth and final phase of construction with comple- 
tion anticipated late in 1957, or early 1958. Local participation by Oklahoma 
City has been met to date and the city is committed by official city council action 
and by vote of its citizens to completely fulfill its obligations in connection with 
the project as a whole. The vital importance of this project has been well 
established and since the last phase of construction has been started, it is of the 
utmost importance that construction work be continued and that the Oklahoma 
City Floodway project be completed at the earliest possible date. It is therefore 
requested that continuing funds in the amount deemed necessary by the Corps 
of Engineers be appropriated by the Congress. 


THE SOUTHEAST-CENTRAL OKLAHOMA WATER SUPPLY AND NAVIGATION PLAN 


On March 12, 1955, the United States Senate Committee on Public Works 
passed a resolution requesting the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
to review the reports of the Chief of Engineers on the Arkansas and Red Rivers 
and tributaries with a view of determining the feasibility of modifying the 
existing projects so as to provide a navigation canal from the authorized Arkansas 
River navigation project through Eufaula Reservoir to the vicinity of Oklahoma 
City and a navigation and/or water supply canal from tributaries of the Red 
River in southeastern Oklahoma below Denison Dam to the vicinity of Oklahoma 
City, making joint use of said canals where feasible. 

Abundant quantities of excellent quality water, combined with water trans- 
portation, would be the moving spark in a tremendous development in the central 
and southeastern portions of Oklahoma and would enable Oklahoma to keep pace 
with the growth of the rest of the Nation. 
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The benefits resulting from such a project are manyfold. Domestic water 
supply, industrial water supply, irrigation water, water transportation, recrea- 
tional and wildlife benefits and flood control, water conservation and adequate 
distribution thereof, are all integral parts of the plan. In the matter of flood 
control, the people of Oklahoma, having suffered many times the ravages of floods, 
are most sympathetic to the needs of her sister States of the Northeast and 
Far West, as pointed out so tragically by the recent devastating floods in those 
areas. It might be well to state, however, that such major floods historically 
follow a cycle or pattern in which the great floods occur at infrequent intervals, 
while ordinary floods occur more frequently. This would indicate that on the 
basis of the recent major floods, combined with the fact that Oklahoma has not 
had a disastrous flood for quite a few years, that Oklahoma is closer to having 
the next major flood than are the areas most recently stricken. 

It is, therefore, respectfully requested that the Congress appropriate sufficient 
planning money so that the study may be made as requested by the afore 
mentioned Public Works Committee resolution. 







THE ARKANSAS BASIN PLAN 


The development of this plan and the early completion of projects included 
in the Overall basin development plan are vital to the present and future economy 
of Oklahoma. In this regard, it is requested that a timetable be set by the Corps 
of Engineers based on their excellent engineering judgment as to desirable 
priority of projects whereby continuing funds would be made available each 
year so that the overall plan may be carried to an orderly and successful con 
clusion in the next 12 to 15 years. Specifically, it is requested that the Con- 
gress appropriate continuing funds for the projects started by the Congress in 
1955 to wit, Toronto, Oolagah, Keystone, Eufaula, and Dardenelle Reservoirs 
and bank stabilization on the Arkansas, all of which have been approved by 
the Corps of Engineers as vital to the orderly development of the comprehensive 
Arkansas River multiple purpose plan. 


CONCLUSION 


I appreciate your courtesy in permitting the submission of this statement on 
behalf of the Bi-State Committee of Oklahoma and Arkansas, and respectfully 
urge approval of funds to continue construction of Oolagah Reservoir, continuing 
construction funds for bank stabilization, and construction of Toronto, Keystone, 
Qolagah, Eufaula, and Dardanelle Reservoirs, the Oklahoma City Floodway, 
and sufficient planning money for the feasibility study of the central-southeast 
water supply and navigation plan. 

Mr. Treat, I will touch on three phases that we are especially in- 
terested in in Oklahoma City. One, to urge the approval of the gen- 
eral program of the Arkansas River development and to urge the 
continuing appropriation to complete our floodway through Okla- 
homa City which is over half completed now and which has done good 
service in even its partially completed state. 

And the other thing which I feel very strongly about, and which 

ny of our people feel strongly about, is to urge the appropriation 

f funds which were requested by the Senate P ublie Works Commit 
tee in March of last year looking to a study of the water resources in 
the southern section of our State. 

{ must confess, Mr. Chairman, I did not know where Gray was, but 

ifter you identified it, I might say that between there and the Roc ‘ky 
Mountains there isa lot of pretty dry country and it does not get much 
wetter until it gets over in the neighborhood of El Reno or Oklahoma 
City, and if we were to build enough rain barrels to hold all the water 
that falls on Oklahoma and runs off and the water coming in on the 
rivers from the Rocky Mountains, we would have to have about 34 of 
Rider: ach of them holding a million acre-feet. 
Now, to locate, there would not be a single one of them as far west 
s Gray. The most westerly one where they could accumulate by the 
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How of gravity would be in the neighborhood of Woodward, which 
‘s at the eastern end of the yanhandle. That would be the first of 34 
rain barrels which could be Eoonaadl and filled by gravity. 

Between there and Oklahoma City there would be just room for 
two more. That would be a total of three rain barrels west of Okla- 


homa City. 

Now, between there and the State of Arkansas, there would be the 
other 31 or 32 rain barrels and the interest of central Oklahoma and 
southeastern Oklahoma is to develop a plan in which this water can be 
warehoused, can be stored, and can be moved back to the western part 
or the central part of the State. It is important. 

We have the timber, we have the farms, we have the soil, we have 
everything to make a wonderful country if we can move that w ater, 
and it can be done. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Byrnes. I would now like to present Mr. Emmett Sanders, of 
Pine Bluff, who is president of the Arkansas Basin Association. 


STATEMENT OF EMMETT SANDERS 


Mr. Sanpers. I would like permission, Mr. Chairman, to file a state- 
ment. 

My name is Emmett Sanders. I am president of the Arkansas sec- 
tion of the Arkansas Basin Associ ation. 

Much of what I had anticipated saying has already been said and it 
would be an imposition on the time and patience of this committee to 
repeat it. It has been very aptly said in better manner than I could 
possibly do. 

I shall try to be very brief. There are just 1 or 2 things I would 
like to touch on which I think would be of interest to this committee. 

(The statement of Mr. Sanders is as follows :) 


My name is Emmett Sanders, president of the Arkansas Basin Association, 
for Arkansas, a statewide organization. I live in Pine Bluff, Ark., located on 
the Arkansas River, having lived in this area my entire lifetime. I am well 
acquainted with the Arkansas River, having seen it transformed many times 
from a peaceful, meandering stream into a raging giant of destruction. 

I should like to point out at the outset we are not coming before this dis- 
tinguished committee with a new proposal. The overall project was authorized 
by Congress in act of 1946, and the specific items we are recommending today 
have previously been sanctioned by Congress. Various appropriations have 
been made by the Congress in recent years, but due to emergencies, such as the 
Korean war, something has happened each time to thwart the will of Congress 
by causing use of the funds to be withheld. 

Again we would like to point out, ours is not a local problem alone and is 
beyond the ability of our people to cope with it. The Arkansas River carries 
waters from seven States. The States of Oklahoma and Arkansas (and particu- 
larly Arkansas because it is at the mouth of the river) must accommodate all 
the drainage waters from this vast area. Since all the area has reached a 
high state of development, forests denuded, submarginal lands drained, natural 
storage areas destroyed, drainage structures built, surface waters are rushed 
to the stream, piling up the waters on the lower sections downstream, causing 
periodic floods and consequent destruction. 

Local interests have made major contributions in money and lands, etce., 
throughout the years past in an effort to secure protection. Lands have been 
mortgaged to accommodate bond issues for improvement districts to build 
levees, seawalls, drainage structures, floodgates, etc. In many instances the 
districts found it impossible to meet their bonds at maturity. Their lands 
were forfeited. In some instances the issues were refinanced, and defaulted 
again. In some sections the landowners are still struggling with the debts. The 
burden has been severe, and the total sum has run into many millions of dollars. 








Local interests have therefore made a real effort themselves, und are here 
asking for relief from a problem which is not of their making, and is beyond 
local ability to meet. 

Now, let me say, since the act of 1946, much headway has been made. Prior 
to that time any work seems to have been done on a haphazard basis, with 
no integrated plan in mind. Now all projects are coordinated and related to 
the permanent plan of improvement. Because of prevailing circumstances 
already referred to, works have been restricted primarily to bank stabilization 
and flood-protective devices. The result has been, we now have a system of 
coordinated structures that are doing a magnificent job. Congress can take 
justifiable pride in the funds invested therein. 

However, the time is now here to move into the fuller phases of the prograin, 
in order to obtain the maximum benefits to the national economy of the funds 
already invested. 

Navigation is the chief contributing factor to the benefits justifying the pro- 
gram. Flood control and power are among the others. In order to realize these 
benefits and to utilize existing construction to the maximum, we must have 
the construction of the key dams of Eufaula, Keystone, and Oologah in Okla- 
homa, and Dardanelle in Arkansas. 

Congress overrode the budget in 1955 and provided funds for planning, and 
in the case of Oologah to start construction. The current budget contains no 
recommendations for these projects, with which we take earnest exception. 

We have another situation which is not of our making, but for which that 
which we seek here today is a partial remedy. Arkansas and Oklahoma are 
two of the few States of the Union to have lost population. This is caused 
primarily by two things. Agriculture is a basic industry with us. The farm 
program, cutting acreage, has reduced the need for manpower. Secondly, recent 
increased labor costs have forced mechanization and other reforms which has 
also reduced the need for manpower. The result has been the displacement 
of a large amount of labor which must of necessity migrate to other fields to 
secure employment. 

The program which we advocate here, and which would provide competitive 
freight rates, industrial water, power, flood protection, ete., would enable us 
to develop our industrial potential, utilizing our natural resources of oil, gus, 
coal, timber, minerals, agricultural products, etc., and thereby absorb this 
displaced population back into the area in which they would like to live. It, 
therefore, is not just a local problem. 

We read in the press of a proposed river-development plan in the West, for 
the purpose of bringing into production arid lands that have never produced 
anything. 

No doubt this is a wise move, because with the predicted heavy population 
facing us within the next 25 years this country will need all the lands and 
productive capacity it can muster. Present surpluses will be transformed into 
shortages. 

Likewise, we read of a proposal to build a huge dam on foreign soil. We 
are not criticizing. It must have merit in order to receive serious consideration. 

What we are asking in our own case is protect and conserve lands already 
in a high state of production, capable of greater production, and give us some 
dams which are so vital to our national economy. 


Mr. Sanpvers. I would like for us, if we could, to get a sort of mental 
picture of the Arkansas River rising back out in Colorado and trav- 
ersing seven States, and IT am thinking particularly now of Arkansas, 
because that is the area that I am acquainted with and can best speak 
concerning. 

All the drainage section on either side of that river through the 
years having reached a high state of development, our forests have 
been denuded, our drainage structures have been built, and the result 
has been that the surface waters from that entire drainage area are 
rushed to the Arkansas River and the situation then during the peri- 
ods of high precipitation become more aggravated as the waters reach 
the mouth of the river, the section in which I reside. 

Now, this is what I think will be of interest to this committee: In 
the first place, it is not a local problem with us; it is something which 
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grows and is forced upon us by natural circumstances, but the local 
interests have done everything within their power to meet that situ- 
ation. 

Through the years they have built levees, they have built various 
kinds of flood- rn devices, floodgates, and so forth, and to accom- 
modate that effort they have issued various bond issues and mortgaged 
the lands in order to build them. 

In my own county at the present moment—I am quoting from mem- 
ory, but it will stand verification—there are now as m: iny as five levee 
districts in existence. I don’t know how many drainage districts. 

The history of those districts has been this in many instances: The 
landowners were not able to meet the bonds at maturity. In some 
instances the landowners lost their lands. In other instances the is- 
sues were refinanced and I think the records will show that again 
some of them defaulted. 

As I have just pointed out, at the present moment our people down 
there are paying taxes on improvements that they have made in an 
effort to meet this situation which is not entirely of their making. 

So I think it would be interesting to this committee to know that 
local interests have done all within their power even to the loss of 
some of the lands in an effort to meet this situation. 

Now, again, there is one other feature that might come as a surprise 
to this committee. I have the great words of praise for you and 
words of appreciation. Before 1946 any work that was done on the 
Arkansas River was done in a rather haphazard fashion. ‘There was 
no plan to it, but since 1946 everything that has been done has been 
done in relation to the permanent plan. 

So the result is that now we have a well-integrated system of bank- 
stabilization projects. We have been limited to bank-stabilization 
projects because of circumstances with which you are familiar. 

It is true that those appropriations have been mere pittances, but the 
fact remains that today we have a wonderful system of flood-control 
devices there, all built with respect to the permanent plan, that are 
doing a magnificent job. 

You gentlemen can take justifiable pride in it and we wish you 
would come down and see it. 

That only demonstrated what benefits would come if you would go 
into the fuller and larger p hhases of this project. 

We think now the time is here to do it. There is one other thing 
Lwanttosay. IL want to be thoroughly understood on it. 

I refer to it to emphasize the plight here we are in. Some reference 
has been made to the plan for the development of a river out in the 
western area for the purpose of putting into production arid lands 
that have never produced anything. 

I say to you that in my humble opinion that is a very wise thing 
because with the predicted population that this country w ill have in the 
next 25 years, this country is going to need every foot of land it has, 
every ounce of production it has, all the available water that they can 
possibly muster, to meet this situation. 

Now, again, and [ said I wanted you to thoroughly understand me 
and reserve your judgment until I have completed my statement, we 
read some of the proposal to build a huge dam on foreign soil and in 
my opinion that must have merit or it would never have received 
the serious consideration of a body such as this. 
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What I am trying to say in these two respects is this: We are asking 
you to preserve and conserve lands that are alre: idy in a high state of 
production. While those lands out there that I have re ferred to there 
and I presume will stay there, in our case when an acre of land goes 
into the river and winds up in the Gulf of Mexico, I guess it is gone 
forever. 

In my experience I have seen very little of it come back. So we are 
asking you to preserve and protect that which we already have and 
to give us some of the dams that will help us meet the burden that 
will be on this country in the time to come and help us devolop our 
potential. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Byrnes. Mr. J. W. Hull, past president of the Arkansas River 
Basin Association; president, Arkansas Polytechnic College at Russel] 
ville, Ark. 


STATEMENT OF J. W. HULL 


Mr. Hunti. Mr. Chairman, 1 would like to have permission to file a 
statement for the record. 
(‘The statement referred to is as follows:) 


My name is J. W. Hull, past president of the Arkansas River Basin Association. 
I am president of Arkansas Polytechnic College at Russellville, Ark., a bare 4 
niles north of the proposed site of the Dardanelle Dam. 

It is not my intent to even imply that I or the people in my county and neigh 
boring counties are asking for special consideration of our project—the Dar 
danelle Dam. My past experience in the complete Arkansas Basin development 
program alone would preclude me from taking such a narrow view. Rather, 
we, as citizens of a great, broad, fertile area, are in complete accord on the whole 
plan and have harmonized our requests so that they are set out in an orderly 
and logical fashion. I present these remarks for the early construction of the 
Dardanelle Dam because of our agreement that it is now a primary importance 
and urgently needed and because it, as one of the integral parts of the overall 
program, is in my own area, 

Briefly, the Dardanelle Dam was authorized in the original plan and the 
Congress in 1950 appropriated $1,100,000 to begin its construction, but because 
of the Korean conflict it was by Executive order canceled. Again, by direction 
of the Congress in 1958, the United States Corps of Engineers placed it in category 
2 for further study with reference to benefits-cost ratio. This study was com 
pleted in 1955 with an even more favorable report than the previous survey had 
shown. This in spite of increased cost of construction. Following this restudy, 
the Congress in 1955 added $450,000 to the 1956 fiscal year appropriation for 
planning and construction of the Dardanelle Dam. (Planning has continued but 
no sign of construction has shown itself.) And the 1957 budget not only includes 
no appropriation for Dardanelle Dam but carries the statement that such an 
appropriation would commit the United States to a billion-dollar navigation 
development program which cannot at this time be justified. 

Other speakers have given you the figures of the favorable benefits-to-cost ratio 
study which is based largely on the value to be derived from navigation. The 
Dardanelle Dam is the key to making the Arkansas River navigable. It is the 

irgest dam on the river. It will take longer to complete—some estimates run 
as high as 10 years. Estimates for dredging and making the channel also run 
as much as 10 years. Other dams and locks will take additional time. It is 
not difficult to see that if this program is undertaken one dam at a time and the 
Dardanelle Dam is postponed to the last, then 40 to 50 years could easily elapse 
before a sound of a steamboat whistle is heard on the Arkansas. Because of its 
location at the exit from the steepest descent through the mountainous region of 
\rkansas and Oklahoma, no navigation can be started until it is completed. The 
Corps of Engineers advises that it cannot be closed until the Eufaula and Key 
stone are completed, but since it will require a longer time to construct, sound 
reason and logic dictate that it be started now along with the other two. 

The other benefits to be derived from Dardanelle Dam are contained in its 
power program—an installed capacity of 120,000 kilowatts and a= potential 
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of 664 million kilowatts annually. Putting this much surplus into an area that 
is on the fringe of both private and public power companies and into an area 
which has just barely begun to develop industrially, is like the old man discov- 
ering the fountain of youth. The estimate of benefits is only a fraction of the 
potential; is at best only an ultraconservative guess of the benefits which will 
accrue to this industrially backward land. 

Consider in addition the benefits which do not appear as a part of the already 
favorable cost-ratio study. A University of Arkansas research report of the 
quality of the water reflects that after these dams are complete the water in the 
lakes will be usable for municipal water supply. With many cities in Arkansas 
and Oklahoma, including Little Rock and Tulsa, experiencing an annual recurring, 
almost desperate, water shortage, it is easy to see not only the possible but the 
immediate benefits to be derived from municipal use. 

Most certainly if the water is of a quality fit for municipal use, then it will 
meet the requirements of industry. Industrial development which cannot now 
be measured would naturally follow. With this type and size water supply some 
of the 480 multimillion dollar industrial organizations which located in 1955 on 
waterways would seek advantageous sites along its broad reaches. Industry 
needs water for two purposes, namely: (1) The use or consumption in the manu- 
facture of its product; and (2) to move the raw materials and product in and out 
of the plant. A dam-controlled Arkansas, of which Dardanelle is a part, would 
provide the water for many an industrial giant’s dream. 

The availability of such an adequate and accessible supply of water for irriga- 
tion would literally pump new lifeblood into our sick farming economy. Low-cost 
transportation would bring cheaper fertilizer to fertility-depleted lands which 
together with water for irrigation would assure our farmers sufficient income and 
therefore an incentive to remain on the farm. 

Strategically located at the foot of the Ozark Mountains where north-south 
Highway No. 7 intersects east-west United States Highway No. 64, the lake which 
will be created by the Dardanelle Dam will offer untold benefits for recreation 
purposes. It will provide miles of lakeshore driving on both sides by already 
existing United States Highway No. 64 on the north side and State Highway No. 
22 on the south side, neither of which will have to be relocated because of the 
permanent pool but both of which will parallel the shoreline and be in constant 
view of the water for its entire length. 

Thus tremendous uncounted benefits from municipal, industrial, agricultural, 
and recreational potentialities will accrue to the area in addition to those benefits 
already considered sufficient to make the dam economically feasible. Like trans- 
portation, the opportunities for recreational use have far exceeded all expecta- 
tions where the facility of such lakes as this have been provided, and this one will 
he no exception 

History proves that during the past 25 or 30 years since the Congress initiated 
the program to develop onr inland waterways, not 1 project has ever failed 
to greatly exceed the benefits ascribed to it in the cost-ratio study prepared 
prior to construction and on which the decision to build the proposed dam has 
heen justified. 

The important decision—that we harness our destructive runoff process and 
turn it to an advantageous use for our people—has already been made. There 
is no retreat now. It is, or can be, the natural resource having the greatest 
impact on our economy because it is not consumed nor used up by its employ- 
ment. It continually recurs to be used at the same location where only a few 
hours or years ago it contributed to the welfare of mankind—or in the alternative 
if we fail to control it. where it contributed to the destruction of life and man- 
made structures. 

The cost of the program is far, far in excess of the financial ability of the 
local people to meet. We have tried. For many years beginning prior to 
the inception of this program our people have built levees, constructed jetties, 
plied the river in boats, and sought in other ways to take advantage of its 
natural methods. Millions have thus been spent locally—mostly for protection 
from the ravages of its floods—all to no avail. We want to participate, but 
it is far beyond our meager means. We must have help—now. 

In the 6 counties surrounding the Dardanelle Dam, population loss between 
1940 and 1950 was in excess of 20 percent—one-fifth of our people. From 1950 
through 1955 this alarming trend has continued at about the same rate. What 
were once prosperous farms are being vacated or the improvements are rapidlv 
deteriorating and the land is growing up in underbrush where difficult topsoil 
is left to support such growth. 











471 


But the real tragedy of this loss trend lies in the fact that the overwhelming 
majority of those making this migration are the young people upon whom the 
future of this, or any, area depends. My day-to-day vocation in higher educa- 
tion of our youth has caused me to become much concerned with this problem. 
Annually, in the spring, industrial and business representatives come to our 
campus to induce the cream of our crop to other sections of this country, holding 
out to them the lure of better pay and more opportunities for advancement. 
The fact that these youngsters are capable, as well as thoroughly educated, is 
borne out by their successes. 

We cannot for long continue this process of rearing and educating the youth 
for other areas, because this trend will leave us as a section with only old 
people. The young, hardy, aggressive farmer who characterized the develop- 
ment of this country is almost extinct. In his place is either a vacant farm 
or a young farmer of yesteryear grown old in the midst of decaying surroundings. 

We do not ask you to take the responsibility of providing job opportunities 
now, yet to prevent our young people from leaving us, we are making the 
simple request that you help us control the most valuable natural resource 
we have so that it may be turned from destruction to useful purposes. We 
have coal in the Arkansas Basin but transportation costs are making mining 
of it prohibitive. We are in the midst of a vast timber reserve, much of which 
is owned by our Federal Government. Water transportation would make it 
more easily available to the markets. We have recently uncovered a large 
natural-gas field and the potentialities from it for commercial uses—not heating 
are so great as to be incredulous, if we can have water to produce and for 
cheap transportation. 

We urge you to help us help ourselves by appropriating money to begin 
construction of the Dardanelle Dam, an integral and necessary link in the 
system, this year—1957—and to proceed to complete it in an orderly manner. 


ARKANSAS Power & LIGHT Co. 


My name is R. E. Ritchie. I live in Little Rock, Ark. I have been connected 
with the Arkansas Power & Light Co. since October 1923. I have been president 
of the company since September 1952. Over the years I have given much 
though to the comprehensive program of the Army enzineers for the develop 
ment of the rivers of Arkansas. The Arkansas, the largest river traversing 
this section of the country, has been skipped in some ways. 

We strongly favor construction of the Dardanelle Dam. Constant contact 
with the development of the power situation in the area, in our opinion, makes 
the Dardanelle Dam economically feasible and it should go forward. 

This special type of peaking hydro power must be fitted into the loads of the 
area. We feel the power from this project can be absorbed into the loads of 
this area to the Arkansas Power & Light Co. and/or to the suppliers of the 
area, and our company is willing to work out a cooperative plan to fit the output 
of the Dardanelle Dam into the system load of the area and pay to the Govern 
ment the value of the power as established by the Army engineers and the Fed 
eral Power Commission, or we would be willing to work out a cooperative plan 
with the Federal Government in connection with the installation of the power 
facilities, paying to the Government a fair price for the falling water and saving 
the taxpayers some of the cost of the installation of said power facilities. 

R. E. RIrcu ie. 

Mr. Hutz. Iam J. W. Hull, president of the Arkansas Polytechnic 
College at Russellville, Ark., a bare 4 miles north of the proposed 
site of the Dardanelle Dam. 

My remarks will be directed primarily in the interest of the Dar- 
danelle Dam and the immediate area around Dardanelle Dam. 

For the last 35 years I have lived in the Arkansas Valley area, never 
more than 20 miles from the river and for the last 25 years within 4 
miles of the river. 

I believe that T have as good an opportunity to see what has been 
taking place in the Arkansas Basin area as a result of an uncontrolled 
stream as anyone that has appeared before this committee. 
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I agree with and endorse wholeheartedly all the excellent presenta- 
tions that have been made this morning. 

We have talked this morning about transportation, electricity, 
bauxite, oil, coal, timber, steel, grain, money, and so on. All of which 
are imports int. 

[ would like to call your attention to two other products that I be- 
lieve are the most important and most valuable and it seems to be 

recurring natural resources. 

Water, the one which we have been considering in the Arkansas 
Valley for many years as our enemy, we have been spending our 
money to try to fight it, and then the other one which goes with this 
that seems to be a recurring national product, is children. 

I would like to direct your thinking to water and children as our 
future citizens and tie the two paper. 

We have seen in our immediate area from the period of 1940 until 
1950 a loss of 20 percent of our eae ition in a six-county area. Dur- 
ing the same period of time when the Nation as a whole was gaining 
approximately 26 percent in population. 

The recent estimates just released indicate that the loss in our 
area has continued since 1950 in about the same rate that it was from 
1940 to 1950. That loss in our area I think is traceable directly to the 
fact that we have not controlled and put to advantageous use the 
other natural recurring resources of water. 

I would like for us to think about some benefits other than the 
three that are considered in the multipurpose program. That is water 
for manufacturing use, water for agricultural use, and water for use 
of municipalities ‘and water for recreational purposes. With a con- 
tinued decrease in the number of work hours per week the problem 
of what our people are going to do with our leisure hours becomes 
greater and greater, and neither of these are considered in figuring the 
cost-benefit ratio on this total Arkansas River Basin program. 

Again may I repeat that it is manufacturing, agriculture, or munic- 
ipal use and for recreational purposes. 

I venture a prediction here this morning that the benefits when this 
project is completed from these 4 sources that are not included in our 
figures up to this time, will be greater than the benefits from the 3 
main factors that have been considered to date. 

At Dardanelles we are much concerned in that whole area with the 
building of the Dardanelle Dam and it is the anchor project of this 
total project. Without it the 70 percent of the benefit from navigation 
cannot be realized. 

In the last 2 weeks I have had the privilege of seeing the Arkansas 
River from Little Rock to Oklahoma from the air. I think I know the 
condition that exists in that whole area now. I am saying to you 
that the people in that area are continuing to raise children at) an 
increased rate, Senator, but due to the fact that we have not con- 
trolled the Arkansas River we are losing them to the rest of the 
Nation. 

We have, as has been stated previously this morning, paid our 
part of the bill for the development of the other waterways. We 
have furnished our part of the boys to fight for us on foreign soil, 
but we have not done the job of protecting their homes, their property, 
while they are away fighting for us. 
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I am pleading with you this morning to make available for us, ac- 
cording to the recommendations of the United States engineers, funds 
to develop this total program in an orderly manner, and predicting 
that the benefits will be greater than any money you have ever spent 
on the development of any river in the United States. 

I thank you for this time. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. I note that Congressmen Albert and 
Belcher are here now, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. Yes, sir and in view of the fact that part of this 
project is in the area of both of them, if it is all right with the com- 
mittee, we will ask Congressman Carl Albert, our beloved colleague 
from McAllister, to say a word and then our equally beloved colleague 
from the first district, Mr. Belcher. 


STATEMENT OF HON, CARL ALBER!1 


Mr. Avserr. Mr. Chairman, | appreciate a chance to saya word in 
support of two projects in this area. I am 100 percent for the devel- 
opment of the Arkansas Basin and hope that the committee can see 
lit to grant the request which this group of distinguished Oklahomans 
and Arkansans have come up here to present to the committee. 


EUFALA DAM 


Mr. Chairman, those of us interested in the Arkansas Basin program 
appreciate very much the opportunity to appear before the Subcom- 
mittee on Public Works today. We feel we have a strong case to 
present, notwithstanding the position taken by the administration with 
respect to this program, and we are grate ful to you for giving us a 
hearing. 

While I e: arnestly support the entire Arkansas Basin development 
because of the tremendously valuable effect it would have on trade 
and commerce in Oklahoma, Arkansas, and neighboring States, [ am 
here particularly to advocate an appropriation of $4,300,000 in the 
next fiscal year for Eufaula Dam. ‘This dam, as most of you know, 
would be on the Canadian River 27 miles above the confluence of the 
Canadian and the Arkansas. Eufaula is one of the key dams in the 
overall Arkansas Basin program. ‘The navigation feature of the 
Arkansas development depends upon pricr construction of Eufaula 
because of the great silt-retaining capacity of that dam. 

You are of course aware that Congress voted $450,000 last year to 
complete engineering plans for Eufaula and to make a modest start 
on construction. Thus far the Executive, assuming authority which 
I do not believe he has under the Constitution, has seen fit to nmpound 
these funds so that there has been no actual start on construction. | 
feel that in this case the Executive has set itself above the expressed 
legislative will of Congress, and that in doirg so the Executive has ex- 
ceeded its authority. However, in that connection, let me say this: We 
have been assured by spokesmen for the Bureau of the Budget that the 
Kixecutive would accept as a directive any new appropriation voted by 
Congress for this program. In other words, we have the word of the 
Budget Bureau that if we vote additional funds this year, the Presi 
dent will take that as a mandate and release all the funds made availa- 
ble for construction purposes. 
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We do not ask that Congress again order a start on construction of 
Eufaula Dam without knowing exactly what it is doing. By way of 
background, let me summarize this project for you. 

It was authorized by Congress in 1946. The improvement plan 
provides for flood control, hydroelectric power, and sediment control. 
This is one of those rare projects that can be justified even under the 
policy of this administration regarding hydroelectric power dams. 

The concrete and earth-filled dam will be 3,180 feet long and will 
rise 112 feet above the stream bed. The reservoir will have a storage 

sapacity of 1,428,000 acre-feet for flood control ; 1,379,000 acre-feet for 
the generation of power; and it will provide a permanent pool of 
897,000 acre-feet for sedimentation reserve, recreation, and preserva- 
tion of wildlife, a total of 3,704,000 acre-feet. The estimated cost of 
the project is $153 million. It will take about 6 years to complete. 

Mr. Chairman, as has been said before, the Arkansas is the last great 
river basin in the United States which has not been developed. We 
in Oklahoma and Arkansas are proud of the great developments along 
other major streams in this country—the Mississippi, the Missouri, 
the Ohio, the Tennessee, Columbia, and many others. We feel that 
the time has arrived and is even overdue when the 4 million citizens 
of the great States of Arkansas and Oklahoma should begin to enjoy 
the fruits of river development. 

This is a region blessed with tremendous resources, many of them 
as yet untapped. The greatest coal reserve in the midcontinental area 
of the United States is in the Arkansas Basin. Some of the greatest 
oil and gas fields in the world are in this basin. 

Thousands of acres of fine agricultural land are now subject to 
floods in the great Arkansas Basin. There are growing requirements 
for electr icity in this area, and there are the ever-increasing demands 
for water, mostly for industrial and municipal purposes. 

Aside from all this, some of the great defense establishments of our 
country are located in the valley of the Arkansas and its tributaries 
Development of the Arkansas Basin is an investment in the sec urity 
of our country, and in the security of the free world. It would not be 
difficult, Mr. Chairman, to go on at great length reciting the benefits 
to be derived from the development of this great river basin. I don't 
believe this is necessary. It is all in the record and if there are those 
who still have doubts, we will be more than glad to supply al! the addi- 
tional information needed. 

Along with the development of the great reservoirs needed in the 
Arkansas Basin, I want also to urge the committee to provide addi- 
tional funds for bank stabilization on the Arkansas River. Some of 
the finest farmland in America is on the banks of the Arkansas. 
These banks are subject to cavings. Valuable land is lost forever with 
each new flood. Most of the best bottom land in northern LeF lore 
County is on the Arkansas. This whole area should be included in 
an expanded bank stabilization project. 

I urge this committee to give its emphatic endorsement to this pro- 
gram. We ask that you approve the funds we are requesting, includ- 
ing $2 million for Eufaula Dam. Witha new directive from Congress, 
I am confident that the administration will j join with us in flashing the 
go-ahead for this tremendously important program. 
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HUGO RESERVOIR 


Mr. Chairman, Public Law 526, 79th Congress, authorized construe- 
tion of the Hugo Reservoir on the Kiamichi River in Oklahoma. 
House Document 602, 79th Congress, 2d session, is the report of the 
Chief of Engineers whieh was used as the basis for this authorization. 

I appear before you today to urge the allocation of $15,000 for a new 
survey for relocation of this reservoir. The Corps of Engineers has 
assured me that this is all the money necessary to do this job. It is a 
job that needs to be done promptly so work on this long-deferred and 
badly needed project can get underway. 

With your permission, T'd like to review the bac ‘kground of this par- 
ticular project briefly so you will be acquainted with all the facts. 
The project as originally ¢ authorized was limited to the single objective 
of providing flood protection on the main stem of the Red River 
below Denison Dam. The State of Oklahoma and the residents of 
my congressional district, in which the reservoir would be located, 
opposed the initially authorized project on the grounds that it would 
provide the wrong kind of a. reservoir in the wrong place. A former 
governor of Oklahom: a, Robert S. Kerr, now a United States Sen: itor, 
expressed Oklahoma’s views on the subject in a letter which said i 
part: 

I note that the division engineer presents a plan for the flood control which 
includes a proposed reservoir on the Boggy River at the Boswell site and on the 
Kiamichi River at the Hugo site. These are flood-control dams with very small 
conservation pools and no consideration is given to beneficial uses of water for 
domestic and municipal water supplies, irrigation, and industrial uses. 

Seven reservoirs are proposed by the Southeastern Oklahoma Development 
Association in Atoka, Bryan, Coal, and Choctaw, Pushmataha, and McCurtain 
Counties which include the Durant Reservoir on Blue River, Tupelo Reservoir on 
Clear Boggy, McGee Reservoir on Muddy Boggy, Antlers Reservoir on the Kia- 
michi, Alikchi Reservoir on Little River, Lukfata Reservoir on Glover 
Creek and Eagletown or Broken Bow on Mountain Fork. These reservoirs may 
present a comprehensive program for the Boswell and Hugo Reservoirs pro- 
posed in your report * * *. With the 7 proposed dams in operation, 61,000 acres 
of land in Oklahoma would be totally protected and $11,000 acres partially pro- 
tected. That figure includes 210,000 acres along Red River. With Hugo and Bos 
well Reservoirs in operation, only 14,000 acres of land in Oklahoma would be 
totally protected and 235,000 acres partially protected, of which 210,000 acres 
are along Red River. 

The area of lands inundated by the 7 proposed reservoirs would equal 67,400 
acres of land while the 2 reservoirs covered in the interim report would inundate 
78,000 acres of land or 10,600 acres more than the 7 reservoirs. The potential 
land value inundated by the 2 reservoirs is somewhat greater than the potential 

value of the lands inundated by the 7 reservoirs. 


Various groups have proposed alternative sites upstream which 
would eliminate the objectionable features of the Hugo Reservoir and 
still would achieve the very desirable objective of providing flood 
protection on the Red River. 

We contend that the reservoir should be located so that it can be 
utilized to meet in part local needs for industrial and municipal 
water supplies. We believe the reservoir should be located so that 
a fair share of the flood-control benefits would accrue to the residents 
of our State, and not be confined largely to those residing farther 
downstream. We maintain that the reservoir should not be located 
where it would flood some of the richest farmland in Oklahoma. 





476 


Within the last year, Oklahoma City, the largest city in Okla- 
homa, has voted bonds to acquire land on the Kiamichi River and its 
tributaries with the view of eventually securing a municipal and 
industrial water supply there. 

There is no question but that the floods on the main stem of Red 
River below Denison Dam must be controlled. In order to control 
them, reservoirs must be constructed to control the floodwaters of the 
Kiamichi. 

Since the objective of the Corps of Engineers is to control floods on 

ted River, and since the State of Oklahoma and local citizens will not 
agree to the construction of the Hugo Reservoir, it would seem reason- 
able that the sooner a survey can be : accomplished to modify the Hugo 
Reservoir, the sooner floods can be controlled on the Red River. 

The Corps of Engineers has assured those of us interested in this 
project that $15,000 will be adequate to make the new survey and de- 
termine the feasibility of a project acceptable to the citizens of Okla- 
homa as well as to downstream interests. I urge the committee to 
approve this request. 


STATEMENT OF TION, PAGE BELCHER 


Mr. Bencuer. T appreciate the time you are giving to this group of 
people from Oklahoma and Arkansas 

I know thev are going to present the technical aspects of this 
program. 

All T want to make are three general observations. I know that vou 
are going to give this serious consideration. 

That area down through there has received practically no develop- 
ment. As somebody has already pointed out, we have helped develop 
other areas of the United States, but our area has received very little. 

Due to that fact we are in the one section almost of the entire eg 
States that has lost population during the past 10 or 15 years. T do 
not know what the figures show at the } present time, but I think we are 
probably still losing population, because we have not been able to 
develop our resources, our water resources, down there to the extent 
of where we can keep these people from going to other areas of the 
United States. 

Whenever they go off the farm they go to California or some other 
place in order to get a job, because industry is not there to support 
them. 

IT do not think that is a good situation for the country at large, be- 
cause we are concentrating population in areas where the concentra- 
tion is detrimental. 

We have a lot of area out there that could be developed, where these 
people could live in the area in which they were born and raised, and 
support their families there, and not have to go someplace else that 
has been developed in order to earn a living. 

I certainly hope that this committee will give that one phase consid- 
eration when you are reviewing all of the facts that have been pre- 

sented here from the technical aspects and the benefit ratio of the 
program. 

I appreciate the opportunity to say a few words to you. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. 

Mr. Byrnes. Mr. Chairman, I would like to present Mr. Morrison 
B. Cunningham, from Oklahoma City. 
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STATEMENT OF MORRISON B. CUNNINGHAM 


Mr. Cunnineuam. Mr. Chairman, my name is Morrison B. Cun 
ningham, from Oklahoma City. 

I have a prepared statement I would like to file for the record and 
then summarize a few remarks. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


OKLAHOMA Ciry, OKLA., March 26, 19096. 
UNITED STATES HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, CIVIL FUNCTIONS SUBCOM 
MITTEE : 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Morrison Bb. 
Cunningham. I am director of public works of the city of Oklahoma City. My 
appearance here is formally authorized by the mayor and city council of Okla 
homa City. We appreciate your courtesy in permitting me to present to you 
information concerning the Oklahoma City floodway project. We respectfully 
urge approval of $2 million as recommended by the President’s budget report 
to continue construction work on this project. This appropriation of funds 
will complete earlier floodway coutracts, continue work on relocation contracts, 
and continue work on the last major segment of the floodway project. 

We also want to express our appreciation to the Corps of Engineers for their 
courteous and professional assistance in coordinating this work between the 
Federal and local interests. 

Coustruction work on the fourth phase of this project will start immediately 
if Federal funds are made available. To continue this work will have a mate 
rial effect on relieving some of the average annual flood loss of $407,910. A 
review of new construction within the area since the flood-loss report was made 
(1948) would materially increase this amount. To carry construction of the 
project forward would, we believe, be in the best interests of the Federal Gov 
ernment and local interests. 

This project has received local public approval by vote of the 


people f 
Oklahoma City. 


December 8, 1958, by Oklahoma City- 
December 8, 1953, by Oklahoma County 204, 000 
May 9, 1950, by Oklahoma City aa : _ 2, 775, 000 
March 20, 1956, by Oklahoma City- ’ Ri we Si : ~ 1,150, 000 


$1, 812, 000 


Total local participation Sf : 5. 941, 000 


Local interests have procured the rights-of-way and have certified to the 
Federal Government as available for the entire project. Local interests have 
also cleared the rights-of-way on phases I, II, and ILI, and bave under contract 
work in phase IV. 

The confidence of local interests that the floodway construction will be ex 
pedited has resulted in $5,068,200 of new construction per year since July 27, 
1950. <A total of $91,707,000 of essential publicly and privately owned facilities 
depends upon protection from floods, offered by this project. 

Reviewing our records at the time the city council agreed to the terms and 
conditions of floodway construction (July 27, 1950) publicly and privately owned 
facilities located in the area to be protected amounted to 863,860,000; construe 
tion added since July 1950 amounts to $27,847,000; present value, $91,707,000 

This construction was built in good faith and was contingent upon the belief 
that the floodway project would progress at a rate considered reasonable. Now, 
if completion is delayed, this property will be in danger of great flood damage. 

When the project was initiated, we had contemplated a 3-year completion, 
subject to availability of funds. 

Also, as work progresses, evidence of damage, due to sand deposits, has already 
been encountered in phase I, the outlet section. Such deposits are not expected 
to be an undue problem upon completion of the entire project. 

Community planning is built around completion of the project, especially 12 
miles of expressways, awaiting construction, are within the area to be protected 
from floods. 

This is the basis of our request for $2 million as a minimum appropriation 
of Federal funds to keep work progressing. 
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SUMMARY OF THE PROJECT 


The project has been designated by the Corps of Engineers as “Oklahoma 
City Floodway—North Canadian River.” It runs through Oklahoma City (bi- 
sects the city) and areas adjacent thereto, extending east and west through the 
city—two-thirds of the city being on the north side of the river, and one-third 
on the south side. The type of construction is an excavated channel. Surplus 
excavation will be used for making fills for proposed urban and express high- 
ways, and for filling the low areas in the flood plain, making them usable for 
park beautification, and adjoining areas for residential, business, and industrial 
purposes. 

The floodway project is 15 miles in length. 

The Oklahoma City Foodway project is 1 of a system of 4-foot-control proj- 
ects on the North Canadian River, in Oklahoma, of which the 2 reservoir projects 
at Canton and Fort Supply, upstream from Oklahoma City, have been completed ; 
and the fourth is the authorized Optima Reservoir, still further upstream. 

A recent review shows that 90 percent of all the facilities and services within 
the flood-plain areas are essential to the national defense program. 


SUMMARY OF MAJOR BENEFITS TO BE SECURED BY CONSTRUCTION OF THE OKLAHOMA 
CITY FLOODWAY PROJECT 


(a) It will vitalize the construction of 52 miles of expressways provided for 
in the Oklahoma City and Oklahoma County master plan; 12 miles of these 
expressways are within the area to be protected from flooding, and include the 
new expressway from Tinker Field to Oklahoma City. We have acquired most 
of the rights-of-way for these expressways. 

(b) Construction of the first phase of the new Oklahoma State fairgrounds 
was recently completed by the city. For this construction, $4,775,000 in funds 
were provided through the bond issue of May 9, 1950. There is also an addi- 
tional investment of $370,000. Flood protection and drainage in certain portions 
will be provided by the Oklahoma City Floodway project. The new State fair- 
grounds is designed with modern fireproof buildings, for year-round use. These 
facilities were placed in use for the 1954 fair. It will be a great center for 
educational purposes, Such as 4-H and FFA, and is closely tied in with the 
Oklahoma A. and M. College demonstration farm. 

(c) The old State fairgrounds has been converted into a vocational high 
school, with other public facilities. This area is partly inundated at times of 
flood. Flood protection will expand usable portions of the grounds, and help 
improve facilitis for the population of Oklahoma City. 

(d) This project will protect lives and property. Fourteen lives have been 
lost by flood. The average annual flood loss, without floodway, totals $407,910 
(estimate made in 1948). 

(e) Two thousand acres of land adjoining the floodway will be filled and 
reclaimed with earth wasted from canal excavation. A total of 5,000 acres in 
the Oklahoma City area wil be protected from floods, and made available for 
general use. 

(f) Under the Oklahoma City and Oklahoma County bond issues, and the 1950 
and 1953 city bond issues, the master plan of the city and county highway 
system has been established and fixed as to location. This master plan provides 
for the vast development of the Oklahoma City metropolitan area, and much of 
Oklahoma County, thereby making it available for zoning for residences, business 
and industry. This development is progressing on the assurance that the Okla- 
homa City Floodway project will be constructed rapidly. 

(7) Public health will be improved through the elimination of low areas where 
disease-carrying insects multiply. 

(h) Family rescue and rehabilitation in low river bottom areas—now a major 
problem at times of flood and flood threat—will be largely eliminated. 

(j) Elimination of juvenile and adult delinquency, a major portion of which 
has its source in the substandard river bottom area, will go forward through 
stimulation to better homes and healthier surroundings, and beautification by 
construction of parks and recreational facilities in areas now subject to flood. 

(k) Public and private utilities cost of construction and maintenance will be 
lowered by confining the North Canadian River to a definite location and width, 
through lesser flood protection requirements; and by shortening river crossings. 
Rail, highway, and street crossings, will be similarly benefited. Storm sewer 
construction will be greatly benefited by the construction of lateral drainage as 
a part of the floodway construction. 


thatthe 
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(1) Permanent new public school construction will be located in sections of 
the flood plain where the present flood threat makes such construction im- 
practicable. 

GENERAL 


A program of general improvement, beautification, and utilization is now being 
planned throughout the North Canadian River area. The floodway is basic to 
this area. Its construction will permit utilization of some 2,000 acres now largely 
waste, and will further give flood protection to some 5,000 acres covering areas 
of residential, commercia}, and industrial development now subject to possible 
flooding. 

Plans for local participation through bond issue are based upon assmuption 
that the Federal] authorization of funds, and appropriation of sufficient funds, 
will be made to continue construction of the Oklahoma City Floodway project 
as rapidly as possible. 

On behalf of the city of Oklahoma City we want to express our appreciation 
for your consideration, and for permitting this statement to be presented. 

Respectfully, 
Morrison B. CUNNINGHAM, 
Director of Public Works 
(Representing the city of Oklahoma City). 

Mr. Cunninouam. I represent the city of Oklahoma City in behalf 
of the Oklahoma floodway project. 

While we certainly agree with the testimony that we have heard on 
the general projects and subscribe to it entirely, I would like to con- 
fine my remarks to the Oklahoma City Floodway project and urge 
you to consider the appropriation of $2 million which has been recom- 
mended in the budget this year to keep that project going. 

This project goes right through the city, bisects the city; work has 
been in progress since 1950 when it was first approved as a joint 
project between the city and the Federal Government. 

The first three phases of the work have been completed. Work 
is now starting on the fourth phase and the $2 million that has been 
requested will keep the work going. 

That will leave only some miscellaneous items such as bridges for 
completion of the project. ; 

The people of Oklahoma City have supported this project by voting 
money for the funds to support the local interest part of the work 
from time to time. They voted a bond issue in 1950—again in 1953. 

T am glad to say only last week they approved an additional bond 
issue which will be for the most part completion of local interest 
work except for the bridges. 

We know that you are familiar with the project and the local people 
there knowing that this project will go forward have made a consid- 
erable annual investment in the area to be protected by flood. 

As a matter of fact, it has amounted to more than $5 million a year 
of new construction already going into the area that needs to be pro- 
tected from floods. 

So we urge that you do consider the appropriation of $2 million 
to keep the work going this year. 

Thank you very much for this opportunity to make the statement. 

Mr. Byrnes. Now, Mr. Chairman, may I present Mr. Arthur V. 
Ormond, of Morrilton, Ark., who is the treasurer of the Arkansas 
Basin Association. 


75294—56— pt. 1-31 
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STATEMENT OF ARTHUR V. ORMOND 


Mr. Ormonp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: I am 
Arthur V. Ormond, Morrilton, Ark. I have been connected with the 
Arkansas River Basin work for many years. I have been up here 
for 10 consecutive years since the authorization of this project in 1946, 
going before this committee and the subcommittee of the Senate for 
— for appropriations for development of the Arkansas Basin. 

I farm a little land there on the Arkansas River and I am very 
familiar with what I am talking to you about here just a little bit. 
Time won't permit us to go into this in detail. We could all talk hours 
at a time for the Arkansas River and we cannot do that. 

I would like to file for the record here my statement and also a couple 
of maps for you gentlemen to look into at your convenience. 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 


I live at Morrilton, Ark. I am treasurer of the Arkansas Basin Association. 
My duties and efforts have not been limited to that of treasurer. I have been 
actively engaged in all phases of the Arkansas River development for many years. 

There is in the budget an amount of $3 million for bank stabilization on the 
Arkansas River. I want to present a map to you at this time showing the real 
requirements in order to preserve our lands and to protect works that have 
already either started or have been completed by the Army engineers. 

The first one on the map is Wilsons Rock. The total cost of this project 
amounted to $5,964,000 and there was appropriated through 1956, $5,500,000, 
and you will note from the map that $300,000 is required to continue the work 
for fiscal 1957. 

The next project is the Haroldton at mile 345. This is in Crawford County 
and the Crawford County levee protects 15,000 acres of agricultural lands, but 
the bank has been caving about 50 feet during the last year, placing the levee in 
jeopardy. I understand the Army engineers figure the total cost of this project 
to protect this levee and the lands for $350,000, of which they anticipate $250,000 
is required for 1957. 

The next project is the lower Crawford County project known as the Trustee 
Bend Cutoff. The total cost of this project is $835,000, and there was appro- 
priated through 1956, $241,000, and $220,000 is needed in fiscal 1957 to promote 
additional work in the development of the pilot channel completed in 1954 and to 
assure protection to the lower Crawford levee, which protects 4,000 acres along 
the left bank. Approximately 950 feet of bank caving on this left bank has 
occurred between January 1951 and August 1955. 

The next project is the McLean Bottom, mile 301 to mile 293. The total cost is 
$1,125,000, and the funds appropriated through 1956, $534,000. Funds in the 
amount of $281,000 are required for fiscal 1957. This levee on the right bank 
of the river protects 10,000 acres of agricultural land and 6,400 acres of land in 
the Hartman Bottom, or a total of about 16,000 acres. The bank caving has been 
on the right bank about 270 feet since 1952 and 100 feet of this occurred between 
May 1954 and August 1955. On the left bank there has been a caving of 90 feet 
between May 1954 and June 1955, 

The next project is west of Morrilton levee, mile 287 to mile 234, shown on the 
map as the Galla Creek revetment. The total cost of this project is estimated at 
$350,000, of which $161,000 was appropriated through 1956, leaving $189,000 
needed for fiscal 1957. This is a drainage diversion system protecting 16,000 
acres of leveed agricultural lands, farm buildings, and residences. There has 
been bank caving at one spot at 200 feet in the last 8-month period, and it is a 
dangerous situation. 

The next project is known as Dowdell Bend revetment at mile 232 running to 
mile 228. The total cost of this project is $800,000, of which $500,000 is needed 
for fiseal 1957. No appropriation has been made. This protects 16,000 acres of 
agricultural lands, buildings, and residences, and the amount of caving is running 
from 10 to 40 feet per year. 

The next project is Conway County drainage. This project requires $300,000 
for continuation of work. 

The next project shown on the map is Stane reach, running from mile 207.7 to 
mile 207.4. Total cost is $200,000, of which the total amount is needed in. fiscal 
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1957. This will protect a dike system between mile 205 and 204 below these 
points, and it is needed to prevent severe and possibly destructive attack on these 
dikes caused by bad upstream channel alinement resulting from caving along the 
right bank. About 13 feet per year has been caving at mile 206. 

The next project is Faulkner County No. 1. The total cost of this project 
is $650,000. The funds required for 1957, $300,000. This project will protect 
Faulkner County levee which is in jeopardy and involves 9,500 acres of our best 
alluvial soils. The amount of bank caving at mile 199 has been 200 feet in 
the past 5 years and at mile 196, 500 feet in the past 10 years. 

The next project shown is the Rector Hill revetment which contains the 
Government Maumelle ordnance works. This is an ordnance works that has 
been held in standby for war purposes and should be protected, The total cost 
is $600,000. No funds have been appropriated but $300,000 is required for 
fiscal 1957. There is involved a water supply well field. Four 8-inch waterlines 
cross the river at mile 178 and this water supply is the only water source for the 
Maumelle ordnance works. The distance from the top bank to the critical 
improvements is less than 650 feet and the bank has been caving more than 100 
feet between May 1954 and August 1955. 

The next project is shown as Fourche Place just below Little Rock mile 156.6. 
The total cost of this project is estimated at $900,000, and $600,000 is necessary 
for works to be provided in fiscal 1957. This is on the right bank of the river 
and protects a levee running from Fourche Island to what is called Pennington 
Bayou levee. This involves 32,000 acres of leveed agricultural lands, roads, 
schools, utilities, farm homes, and other improvements. The distance from the 
top bank to levee is less than 600 feet. 

The next project shown on the map is Harris Bend. Total cost of this project 
is $550,000 and the funds appropriated through 1956, $10,000. This should be 
completed as promptly as possible and $540,000 is needed for fiseal 1957. It is 
on the right bank and will protect the lower end of Fourche Island to Pennington 
Bayou levee. Quadruple 8-by-8-foot reinforced concrete drainage structure at 
mile 140.8 and the agricultural land behind which is some of our best land. 
The average rate of bank caving is 780 feet per year at mile 140. 

The next project is shown as Adamsburg Landing at mile 127. The total 
cost of this project is $400,000, the funds appropriated through fiscal 1956, 
$15,000. The area to protect is agricultural land along the right bank, but 
just as important the completed bank revetment and dikes at Adamsburg 
Landing on the left bank and a pile dike on the right bank. The proposed 
new emergency work is needed to close the right-bank chute channel and this 
closure will prevent the destruction of the revetment and dikes. 

The next project is shown as Jack Bradley Bend. The total cost of this 
project is estimated at $500,000, of which $200,000 is required for fiscal 1957. 
It will protect the existing dike system on the left bank, the Jefferson County 
free bridge at Pine Bluff, the North Little Rock-to-Gillett levee, and very extensive 
agricultural land and improvements. 

The next project is titled “Below Fergus Crossing.” The estimated total 
cost of this project is $200,000 and the funds required for fiscal 1957, $165,000. 
The area that it will protect on the right bank is the south-bank levee, the 
Cotton Belt Railroad immediately behind the levee, the Pine Bluff dike system, 
which is vital to the city of Pine Bluff, and 1,280,000 acres of leveed agricultural 
lands and other lands. The average rate of bank caving is 100 feet per year. 

The next project shown is Brunsons Crossing at mile 66. The total cost of 
this project is $200,000 and funds in the amount of $180,000 are required for 
fiscal 1957. This project will protect the north-bank levee below Plum Bayou, 
the lower end of existing Little Bayou Meto revetment; a double 12-by-32-foot 
reinforced concrete-box culvert, and 568,000 acres of leveed agricultural land. 
The distance from the top of the bank to the levee is approximately 900 feet 
and the caving is averaging 200 feet per year. 

The next project shown is Kimbrough (south bank) at mile 72. The total 
cost of this project is estimated at $600,000. No funds have been provided, but 
$584,000 should be used in fiscal 1957. This will protect the south-bank levee; 
an existing Kimbrough revetment, and 1,280,000 acres of leveed agricultural 
lands. 

The next project shown is Como (south bank). Total cost of this project is 
estimated at $500,000. The amount required for fiscal 1957 is $471,000. The area 
to be protected is the south bank levee; the Missouri Pacific bridge at Yancopin 
(the threat to this bridge results from misalinement of the channel in the vicin- 
ity of mile 30 to 28 which will have an adverse effect on the channel). 


There are 
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1,280,000 acres leveed agricultural lands involved in the protection by this 
bridge. 

The next project is the Hopedale Cutoff (south bank). The total cost of this 
project is estimated at $100,000 of which $70,000 is required for fiscal 1957. This 
project will also protect the Missouri Pacific Railroad bridge at Yancopin; 
existing revetment at south abutment of the Yancopin bridge. Bank caving 
threatens the upstream end and has caused misalinement of the channel under 
the bridge. 

From this the committee may easily observe the $3 million included in the 
budget will not take care of the critical points shown on the map and which I 
have detailed. It would be disastrous to the production of food and fiber in this 
entire area for this committee to fail to increase the budget amount of $3 million 
to $5,850,000 which is the total of the amounts shown for the projects. 

The committee's attention has not been called to nearly all of the projects 
necessary for bank stabilization on the Arkansas River in Arkansas. The only 
points that have been brought to the attention of the committee are those most 
critical. Other areas may be delayed for some little time but these projects 
should be handled during fiscal 1957. 

It is our plea to this committee that the full amount of $5,850,000 be included 
in your recommendations as an appropriation for bank stabilization along the 
Arkansas in Arkansas and for the projects mentioned. 

Respectfully submitted. 

ARrTHuR V. ORMOND. 

Mr. Ormonp. You in the Ilouse and Senate have given us on the 
Arkansas River some funds to correct bad situations of caving banks, 
which is caused by the Arkansas River that wrecks the entire country 
down there. We have levees that protect anywhere from 15,000 acres 
of land to 131,000 acres in the lower reaches of the Arkansas and the 
water goes on down into Louisiana. 

We have this caving-bank situation on the Arkansas River that 
we cannot control. 

As Mr. Sanders has already brought out, and other witnesses here, 
we can build our levees and our drainage structures and bond our- 
selves and furnish rights-of-way for the United States to build our 
levees, but when it comes to this caving-bank situation we have showed 
you here by film last year, and the year before last—you gentlemen 
I know will remember the film we gave you; one was 15 minutes lon 
and the other was 20 years before that—that demonstrated our ba 
situation on caving banks. 

I am going to demonstrate to you where your money goes and what 
happens. You have appropriated two and three million dollars a 
year in the past few years for strategic places that are very vital 
for protection. 

One where we have five setback levees that the Government and we 
had spent thousands and thousands of dollars for, you corrected that 
situation by spending $156,000 there for cutoff in the river there. 

We are asking for 18 bad places on the Arkansas River to be cor- 
rected. You have in the budget a $3 million right now. We wanted 
and asked and urged that you give us $5,850,000 this year. That may 
be a shocking request to make, but if you could come down there and 
see our situation, see these big fine project levees that the Government 
has paid millions of dollars for and the land in behind the drainage 
structures and we have gaps in our levees right now that are open be- 
cause it has gone in there, and if we have a bad overflow there it fills 
all these drainage facilities up with sand and silt and it ruins our 
country. 
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Now, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you folks again. 
Weare going to keep on coming back every year until we die. 

We have had 2 or 3 of our faithful men pass out of the picture. You 
have missed them, I know. I have lost my hair and I have some 
grandchildren coming on now, but I am going to come back and 
eventually ride that Arkansas River down to New Orleans—we are 
going to have a big celebration and we want this committee to come 
down the river with us. 

Mr. Byrnes. Mr. Chairman, I have three more witnesses scheduled. 
I am going to ask them to be as brief as possible. 


Mr. T. A. Prewitt, of Tillar, Ark. 





STATEMENT OF T. 





A. PREWITT 





Mr. Prewirr. My name is T. A, Prewitt. I live down in south- 
east Arkansas, trying to take care of that water that comes through 
all the States that they have been telling about, about 15 miles from 
where it enters into the Missouri River. 

Iama farmer. I have been associated in that business for some 55 


years. I know something about the caving banks that he is talking 
about. 


I want to thank you for what you have done and I hope I am not 
just a little premature. Can I thank you for what you are goimg to 
do. I will not be like my friend, Ormond, maybe I don’t want to 


come back here every year. You give me now what I want and I 
won't come back. 


Thank you very much for your courtesy this morning and listening 
tous. The bell hasrung. I may be kind of last on this program, but 


1 am not least. We need bank stabilization to continue until we get 
it finished. 


Thank you. 
(The acne of Mr. Prewitt is as follows :) 


My name is T. A. Prewitt. 

I live in Tillar, Drew County, Ark. I am a merchant, farmer, landowner, 
and have varied interests in this area. For the purposes of this hearing 
relating to the Arkansas River, I represent the area from Pine Bluff, Ark., south 
to the mouth, a distance of approximately 125 miles, discussing particularly 
bank stabilization. 

Contrary perhaps to expectations, I have words of great praise and appre- 
ciation to the Congress, and to you gentlemen of the committee, for the great 
good you have accomplished in this section. 

Prior to the act of 1946 authorizing the improvement plan for the Arkansas 
River, any work done was on a hit-and-miss basis, dictated largely by emergency 
(always costly), and with no overall plan of coordination. 

Since that date, all funds invested have been in relation to the permanent 
improvement plan, and coordinated and adapted thereto. The result has been 
we now have a well planned and executed system of bank-stabilization and 
flood-control works which are already demonstrating the wisdom of their con- 
struction. 

The projects we are recommending herein are either continuations of or 
protection to existing structures. The funds needed were contemplated at the 
time as being necessary, and can economically and judiciously be used to guar- 


antee the safety and permanency of the construction which has already been 
accomplished. 
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Projects recommended (bank stabilization) 
South bank: 


eee... Lodger scSoic cre sa ead esata ta ec cba ek ast ee one a es mats ed $500, 000 

Fergus C rossing OD hdd ald ane lel etna th eta tne ee 200, 000 

er ll tiga jale on Dhaai an Raia al vite ated cute taba ss eat, 600, 000 

ait aes ilit i hei teletainecelalilce atac es cismailinattrvritin ad dagiitegsiainas 100, 000 
North bank: 

Brunson Crossing_—_- pce i eaten cen tee a kes coe mo 200, 000 

I ee Ae TS i eo ee Be ee eed 1, 600, 000 


The above projects, when completed, will round out a well-conceived plan of 
flood-control works, barring any unforseen emergencies. The upstream dams 
and reservoirs now in operation have already demonstrated their efficiency. 
This entire basin can look forward eagerly and with anticipated satisfaction 
to the great benefits which will accrue when the overall plan is completed in 
its entirety. 

The contributions it will make to our national economy will justify the wisdom 
of the investment. 

NORTH BANK LEVEE SYSTEM 


The Federal Government has for the past several years been engaged in 
bringing to scheduled grade and section the north-bank levee system from near 
Rob Roy to Gillett, Ark. This levee system has averaged from 4 to 6 feet 
below grade. A set pattern of appropriations seems to have been established 
during this period, as the amount of $500,000 has been appropriated annually, 
and the current budget recommendations under consideration comtains this 
amount. 

At this rate of construction it will take an estimated 2 or 3 years additional 
to complete the program. In the meantime, in the event of a major flood, accord- 
ing to the testimony of the United States engineers, it would be impossible to hold 
the unfinished section. 

Therefore, we are only inviting disaster and great loss, both to existing Fed- 
eral investments and local interests. 

Sound economy would seem to dictate the program be stepped up and brought 
to a speedy conclusion. The needed funds can economically and feasibly be used. 

We recommend and urge the recommended budget amount be increased from 
$500,000 to $1,500,000 for this purpose. 


CONCLUSION 


Having spent a lifetime in this area and knowing intimately the antics of the 
Arkansas River in its uncontrolled state, I know positively the losses occurring 
from floods, erosion, and caving banks. 

We respectfully recommend and beseech your favorable action. 

Mr. Byrnes. Mr. Luther H. King, of Clarksville, who is president 
of the Ozark-Dardanelle Dam Association. 


STATEMENT OF LUTHER H. KING 


Mr. Kine. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, I have a 
brief statement I wish to file. 

We have several thousand members in our association. It is the rank 
and file of our people. They paid a dollar to become members. 

We do not have any opposition to it down there. You might say 
it is unanimous. 

My brief article here is on irrigation. That has not been touched 

on, and we are not given credit in this program for irrigation. 

T want to call your attention to two figures. Remember that 80 mil- 
lion feet of water flows away from the State of Arkansas every year, 
enough to cover the State 214 feet deep. 

Tt flows aw ay entirely unused. By - time this program is finished 
it is estimated that our population will be 220 million, requiring an 
additional 150 million acres of land to feed our people. 
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No acres can be prepared anywhere any cheaper than by this water- 
conservation program in the Arkansas River Basin. Thank you. 
(The formal statement of Mr. King is as follows :) 


I am Luther H. King, 65 years old, farmer and fruitgrower for 50 years in 
the Arkansas River Basin. I am president of the Ozark-Dardanelle Dam 
Association which has several thousand members. 

This six-point program, flood control, navigation, hydroelectric power, irriga- 
tion, soil conservation, and recreation, means about everything to our people. 
The first three—flood control, navigation, and electric power—are the ones being 
given consideration here and have been well presented by other members. | 
want to discuss only one point in this program; that is irrigation. I think 
the country eventually will receive more benefits from irrigation than from 
any other. Remember that 80 million acre-feet of water flows away from 
Arkansas every year, enough to cover the State 2% feet deep, and no use 
whatsoever is being made of it. Thanks to California for producing 40 percent 
of the fruits and vegetables of the Nation—with water. But what if its water 
supply should be destroyed by bombs, where else in the Nation can a better 
reserve be had than the Arkansas River Basin? 

With an estimated population of 220 million people by 1980 we will need 
150 million more acres of land to feed our people. Therefore it will be necessary 
to make the land we have produce more. The Arkansas River Valley is already 
a great producer of fruits and vegetables, but with floods and droughts we are 
at times seriously handicapped. 

Give us this program and it will increase our production and stabilize our 
agricultural economy. No dollar can be spent anywhere in the Nation that 
will bring greater results. We are the long-forgotten people of the Nation with 
the lowest national income per capita, losing population every year. Unprotected 
from floods and droughts, the ravages of nature, we will continue to be in the 
lowest income group unless something is done. It may be all right to help the 
world but we feel that some consideration should be given to us, 
that has been given the rest of the Nation. 

We ask for our just and long-past-due rights. 


the same 


LUTHER H. KING. 
Mr. Byrnes. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Carl J. Jaggers, of Dardanelle, 
Ark., vice president of Dardanelle-Ozark Dams Association. 





STATEMENT OF CARL J. JAGGERS 


Mr. Jaccrrs. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee with your 
permission I would like to read the first paragraph of my statement. 
I am Carl J. Jaggers, a native of Dardanelle, Ark. I own and 
operate a drugstore there. I was asked to appear before this com- 
mittee by the “Dardanelle-Ozark Dams Association, of which I 
vice president, and speak primarily for this organization. 
However, I have the support of all the local civic groups. I am 
here to request you to use the entire weight of your influence in secur- 
ing adequate appropri: ition now to begin construction on the Darda- 
nelle Dam, which is a part of the program for control and develop- 
ment of the Arkansas River. 
(The formal statement of Mr. Jaggers is as follows :) 


am 


Iam Carl J. Jaggers, a native of Dardanelle, Ark. I own and operate a drug- 
store there. I was asked to appear before this committee by the Dardanelle-Ozark 
Dam Association, of which I am vice president, and speak, primarily, for this or- 
ganization ; however, I have the support of all the local civic groups. I am here to 
request you to use the entire weight of your influence in securing adequate appro 
priation now to begin construction on the Dardanelle Dam, which is a part of the 
program for control and development of the Arkansas River. 

Prior to my military service in the Navy, I traveled in 27 different States for 
one of the larger dairy manufacturing corporations. This experience gave me 
the opportunity to observe many river development projects. I would not pre- 
sume to take your time to tell you all the values or give you statistics on such a 





486 


development. Your Corps of Engineers has done this, as it has recommended this 
project as being economically sound and feasible and requested the Bureau of the 
Budget to include funds this year. 

Of course, the local benefits of developing and controlling the Arkansas River 
would be tremendous. During construction, it would provide much needed labor. 
(The Census Bureau reports that Arkansas has lost 6 percent of its population. ) 
Upon completion, it would give to agriculture flood control and irrigation; for in- 
dustry, it would mean power and an excellent means of transportation; it would 
afford limitless recreational facilities. The location is, of course, strategic from 
a viewpoint of national defense. 

However, we do not feel we are being selfish or lacking in national vision in 
using every reasonable means of appealing to you to appropriate this money now. 
This project is most certainly an integral part of the conservation and develop- 
ment program of the natural resources of our Nation, since it is the only remain- 
ing major river in the United States which has not been so controlled and de- 
veloped. 

Mr. Byrnes. Mr. Chairman, that concludes our list of witnesses. 
May I express the appreciation of all of us for the very courteous hear- 
ing? 

Mr. Kirwan. I want to congratulate the Senator and everyone that 
appeared before us this morning. This is one of the largest groups we 
have ever had. You were allotted 2 hours and you finished your excel- 
lent presentation right on schedule. 

So if you are that good in the committee room, surely you must be 
good down there where you come from. 

Senator Kerr. We want to thank you all for your patience and your 
attention and your consideration. We know you are pressed for time 
from every side. We can only ask that you look at us as a part of this 
whole great country because united we stand and divided we fall. 

We have always done all that we could for the development of water 
everywhere. Our need is great and your opportunity, it would seem to 
me, of service is almost exclusive because it is going to maybe rest on 
what you do and what happens to us. 

Thank you again. 

Mr. Jensen. I want to say, gentlemen, that I have enjoyed listening 
to you. You had a very well-rounded comprehensive story to tell us 
and I appreciate the manner in which you have presented your case. 

Gentlemen, I want to say a word for our friend and your friend, 
the Honorable William Norrell—Bill, as we call him. Bill Norrell 
has sat on the Interior Subcommittee on Appropriations with us for 
the past 14 years, and Bill Norrell, to us, is one of God’s noblemen. 
He is a man whose word is always good; he is a great American patriot, 
a great Congressman, and a great guy. 

I just could not refrain from saying that about this fine man whom 
we know so well, we know his heart beats, he has been put to the acid 
test here. He has had great problems to cope with. Bill always uses 
the finest sense of good Americanism in all that he does. Hence his 
judgment is respected by all his colleagues on both sides of the aisle. 
I know I bespeak the sentiment of every member of this committee. 





—~ 
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Lower Mississrpr1t River FLoop ConTrRou 
WITNESSES 


HON. EDWIN E. WILLIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 

HON. W. F. NORRELL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF ARKANSAS 

Cc. S. TINDALL, ATTORNEY, BOARD OF MISSISSIPPI LEVEE COMMIS- 
SIONERS 

A. L. STORY, VICE PRESIDENT, ST. JOHNS LEVEE AND DRAINAGE 
DISTRICT 

FRANK PIDGEON, CHAIRMAN, FLOOD CONTROL COMMITTEE OF THE 
MEMPHIS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

DAMEN R. HEADDEN, REPRESENTATIVE OF LAKE COUNTY, TENN. 

W. G. HUXTABLE, CHIEF ENGINEER, ST. FRANCIS LEVEE DISTRICT 
OF ARKANSAS 

J. G. BURKE, ATTORNEY, WHITE RIVER DRAINAGE DISTRICT, 
ARKANSAS 

RAY MAXWELL, CHAIRMAN, SOUTHEAST ARKANSAS DRAINAGE 
ASSOCIATION 

WILL T. McKIE, CHIEF ENGINEER, BOARD OF LEVEE COMMISSION- 
ERS FOR THE YAZOO-MISSISSIPPI DELTA 

M. F. FORD, CHAIRMAN, VICKSBURG CHAMBER OF COMMERCE PORT 
DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

HU B. MYERS, CHIEF ENGINEER, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, 
STATE OF LOUISIANA 

EARL R. SCHULTZ, CHIEF ENGINEER, LITTLE RIVER DRAINAGE 
DISTRICT 

R. B. GOALDER, MEMBER, BOARD OF LEVEE COMMISSIONERS, 
FULTON COUNTY, KY. 

J. D. LUNDY, BELZONI, MISS. 


Mr. Kirwan. The committee will come to order. We will now hear 
Congressman Willis and his group. 

Mr. Wiuuts. I am Ed Willis of the Third District of Louisiana. I 
am not going to make a statement. I happen to be the vice president 
of the Mississippi Valley Flood Control Association, which serves 
seven lower Mississippi Valley States. 

The association is composed of levee boards, drainage districts, and 
port commissions. 

The individuals you are going to hear today not only are business- 
men and civic leaders but dedicated public ‘officials elected by the 
people even as youand I. Before presenting them, our colleague, Mr. 
Norrell, has a statement in support of the projects. 


STATEMENT OF HON. W. F. NORRELL 


Mr. Norre.u. Desiring to keep my statement to the briefest mini- 
mum, in reference to the budget estimate submitted for the Mississippi 
River and tributari les, may I urge that you approve the full $56,030,000 
requested therefor. 
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BOEUF AND TENSAS RIVERS AND BAYOU MACON PROJECT 


We are at long last in southeast Arkansas, where construction work 
is now reaching us from the Louisiana State line, beginning to receive 
some relief from the near intolerable lack of drainage which has been 
denied through the closing of the natural drains when added protec- 
tion from floods on the Mississippi River became necessary. We are 
most grateful for this relief, made possible by the continuing appro- 
priations through this committee for prosecution of the work into our 
section, and I should like to request that you consider the possibility 
of increasing the budget estimate of $1,500,000 for the Boeuf-Tensas 
project. 

Here I should like to mention that, in my opinion, the Mississippi 
River Commission and the Vicksburg engineers have done a remark- 
ably good job with the appropriations of past years. Their resource- 
fulness in securing favorable bids has permitted the construction to be 
brought into Arkansas well in advance of first estimates. I have great 
confidence in their continued ability to use wisely and well the funds 
which are made available. 

At the same time I should like to mention the keen disappointment 
which I feel in their recommendations shortly to be officially submitted 
to the Congress on a review of the reports on the Boeuf-Tensas project, 
insofar as Lake Chicot is concerned, 

Prior to the severe flood of 1927 we had, in Lake Chicot, the largest 
and finest natural lake in the State, formed by a former oxbow bend 
in the Mississippi River, and some 18 miles in length. Breaks in the 
Arkansas River levees in 1927 caused large flows in the ditches and 
channels of the existing drainage system as an ultimate result of which 
great tributary drainage above was diverted into Lake Chicot, increas- 
ing flood heights and fluctuations in the lake levels, and the continued 
flow of fine silts from the drainage channels above has ruined this 
once beautiful lake. It is now nothing more than a storage basin for 
turbid surface drainage. The Engineers are not recommending any 
modification of the existing project to provide for the restoration of 
Lake Chicot, suggesting rather that when the Boeuf-Tensas improve- 
ments have been completed any beneficial effects of that work on Lake 
Chicot will be assessed. We in southeast Arkansas do not propose to 
wait for possibly a half century without efforts to do otherwise, the 
rescue of Lake Chicot from its present ignoble role as a storage basin 
for silt and drainage which should be flowing through the Boeuf- 
Tensas drainage system. 

The Engineers have considered several plans for the restoration of 
the lake, finding the most favorable plan to consist of diversion of 
flood flows into an enlarged Boeuf River through the construction of 
a dam and outlet works in Macon Lake, and a control structure in 
Ditch Bayou to permit the regulation of lake stages. This plan they 
estimate to cost $6,548,000 and construction would enhance land values 
and increased values to fish and wildlife and recreation. If a less ex- 
pensive but equally effective plan is devised by the Engineers we will 
not insist upon the plan they favor. 

It does not appear logical that the entire sum of $6,548,000 could or 
would be necessary for appropriation in one fiscal year to begin the 
necessary work toward restoration of the lake. I request, however, an 
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appropriation for the next fiscal year, in a reasonable amount as the 
committee may determine, to begin construction on this work. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Mr. Norrell, for a very interesting state- 
ment. 

Mr. Wiis. I take pleasure in presenting Mr. C. 8. Tindall, who 
is the chairman of the legislative committee of the association and 
who, in turn, will present the other witnesses. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right, Mr. Tindall, proceed. 


STATEMENT OF C. TINDALL 


Mr. Tinpatt. Thank you, Mr. Kirwan. 

As Congressman Willis explained, we represent the people of seven 
of the States in the interior of the United States. ‘The area for which 
we speak is the area depicted on the map that is hanging behind me. 

It is our purpose here today, in representing the people of the lower 
Mississippi, to see that there is adequate protection for our interests, 
that is, flood control on the river and its tributaries for the year 1957. 

We would like to come at once to the point that is on our minds. 
We know the committee wants to hear what is troubling us and with 
what we are concerned. 

The Bureau of the Budget has recommended for the fiscal year 1957 
a total of $56,030,000 for expenditure on the lower river and its tribu- 
taries. 

In coming to the point, we say to you that we believe this sum ought 
to be increased to $70,716,000. ° We realize that represents a substan- 
tial increase of 25 percent, some $14,700,000. 

We know the committee wants to know why we feel as we do about 
the problem. 

I have placed before each of you an itemization, showing the figures 
appropriated for 1956 and those recommended by the budget for 1957 
and those which this association and the people of our areas are asking 
to be substituted instead. 

After I have finished my remarks, I want to mention 1 or 2 main 
items that affect the entire lower stem of the river. The witnesses who 
will follow me will discuss other aspects where increases are asked 
and show how they relate to their particular States and localities. 

In order for the committee to have an understanding of what our 
problem is and why we are concerned about it, I would like to give you 
a brief background of the people involved, who we are, what our area 
is, and what this project flood control means to us. 

The area shown on the map behind me runs from Cairo to the head 
of the passes below New Orleans. It is an area which includes the 
inhabitants of seven States, the States of Illinois, Missouri, Kentucky, 
Tennessee, Arkansas, Mississippi, and Louisiana. 

Lying on both sides of the Mississippi River in that area are 35,000 
square miles of territory, lands as rich as any in the world, and which 
are subject to overflow when not properly protected. 

This area in which we live furnishes the drainage for 51 of the 
States of the Union and 2 of the Canadian provinces, a total of about 
1,245,000 square miles. The valley area about which we speak in- 
cludes the very important tributary basins of the St. Francis, White. 
Red, Tensas, Atchafalaya, Lafourche, Yazoo, and Pontchartrain. 
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Flood control with us is a way of life. It is a matter of vital im- 
portance to us. Other nations have had, from time to time, flood 
problems. Ours is with us constantly. 

Since De Soto first saw the Mississippi River up to the time of 
1927, there were recurring floods on the ver Mississippi River. The 
most disastrous was that of 1927 when hundreds of lives were lost, 
millions of dollars in property were lost, transportation east and west 
through the country was disrupted and human misery was brought 
to our people and the entire Nation felt the effect of that great catas- 
trophe. 

Since 1927 we have had no floods on the lower stem of the main 
river due partly to weather conditions, but in a large measure to those 
works that are there in place. However, our off-mainstem areas, the 
tributary areas, have had severe floods where we have not had the 
protection of that program, the protection it was designed to afford. 

The tributary floods of 1937, 1945, and 1950, I am sure the mem- 
bers of the committee will recall. This area is vital to the economic 
well-being of this Nation. We are sure the committee realizes that 
fact and we want to impress upon you that the area lies in the heart 
of the Nation, across the vital transportation routes east and west 
and north and south, and it produces a large part of the food, fiber, 
and minerals and other natural resources that makes this Nation as 
great as it is. 

Our population has been steadily increasing, and with that popu- 
lation increase has come an industrial change, an industrial growth 
in our areas which, frankly, we say to you would be greater were we 
able tovafford greater protection. 

Flood control for us, from the basis of Federal assistance, is some- 
thing that dates back to 1928, and the Congress in that year recog- 
nized that flood-control problems on the lower river could be met only 
on a national basis. 

A plan was adopted in that year and has been amended from time 
to time. Its main features, as I am sure the members of the commit- 
tee will know, are levees, flood walls, floodways, cutoffs, reservoirs 
bank stabilization, and channel and navigation improvements. 

Plans were designed chiefly by General Jadwin and, when de- 
signed, he anticipated the total project would be completed in 25 
years. He realized, as the record shows, that it probably would have 
to be expanded from time to time as the area grew and population 
increased and development took place. 

We, however, have passed the 25-year period. We are in the 28th 
year of this program, which is of such vital necessity to us, and the 
end is not yet in sight. It is that factor, that feature of this problem, 
that gives us great concern. 

We are appreciative of what has been done by the National Govern- 
ment and by Congress in appropriating funds for us, but we would 
be less than honest and less than frank to tell you that we have been 
satisfied with the rate of progress of the work. 

Particularly, the items that are bothered us are the mainland 
levees, and out of a total of something less than sixteen hundred 
miles on both sides of the river, we have almost 300 miles of mainland 
levees not up to grade and section. 
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On bank stabilization, we estimate that is only 50 percent com- 
plete. The tributary levees are only partially complete and, in many 
instances, have hardly begun. 

Our people recognize that the main line of defense has to be treated 
first, but we have large areas of the tributary streams which are 
wasted until such day that these funds can be made available to carry 
out the project. 

On a purely monetary basis, we estimate that it will have some 13 
years to complete the various phases of the authorized project. It 
will be even a longer period on bank stabilization, 15 years, and over 
25 years to complete mainland levees; that is, if we follow the rate 
of progress that we have been following and if we have the Congress 
appropriate this year only that figure that is recommended by the 
budget. 

Now, the committee, I am sure, will ask and want to know what has 
caused the delay in the completion of our project and why should 
the project. be 25 years in planning and development and why should 
it be delayed beyond that period and what are the results of that delay. 

We believe that the erratic progress which has been made has been 
due to the inability of Congress to appropriate, in our opinion, ade- 
quate funds from year to year. There has been an interruption of 
4 years due to the war and other causes have also contributed to that, 
and we understand and know why that has happened, but the results 
are just as disastrous, even though there may be an explanation. 

This project for us in the lower valley has already proven its engi- 
neering feasibility. It has met that test. It is a project that has paid 
off in terms of benefits as opposed to expense and the benefit ratio 
is more than 5 to 1. 

We do not know of any other projects where Government expendi- 
ture has brought such great results. Most of these, as the committee 
will well appreciate, are in human values, They are in terms of people 
because people live in this valley. They have taken an economic loss 
and are still taking it from year to year because our works are not 
complete. 

With increased population that this Nation will see in the next 25 
years, every acre of our land will be of vital use and necessity to this 

ation. 

We know the Congress appreciates that fact. We do not believe 
we are making proper strides towards getting ourselves in position to 
take care of the next generation. 

The national economy and the world leadership to which this Na- 
tion is dedicated, in our opinion, requires a more rapid rate of progress 
in completing this program for us. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I would like to im- 
— upon you the fact that the witnesses who appear today are not 
1ere as supplicants unwilling to do for ourselves what we are asking 
Congress to do. We in the valley, prior to 1928, mortgaged every- 
thing we had to combat the ravages of the river. We are still doing 
that. 

‘These boards represented here today have expended more that $315 
million on levees alone, and we estimate that at least that much, 
or possibly more, has been spent on related improvements, drainage, 
highways and other improvements that are worthless to us without 
proper flood-control measures, and we say frankly to the committee 
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that they are projects that we like to do on a local basis but are un- 
able to do so because of waiting for the completion of Federal 
projects. 

We can name you district after district where problems cannot 
be attended to and where commissioners are not able to proceed 
because streams have not been put into condition for the program the 
lower valley envisions. 

It is the conviction of our people that the welfare of our Nation 
requires the program be completed more expeditiously. We want 
to express to the committee and Congress our sincere appreciation for 
what has been done because our valley has progressed, but we do not 
believe we have progressed continually at the rate which we should. 

At this point I would like to mention 2 or 3 of the items that appear 
on this data sheet which I have handed to you. Specifically, on this 
matter of Mississippi River levees, the Bureau of the Budget has 
recommended $1,960,000. We are asking for that to be increased by 
slightly more than a million dollars. 

The reason for that is, at the rate this budget figures envisions or 
plans, it will take 27 years to complete our levee program. 

Even adding a million dollars to it is not going to make it as fast 
as I should like to see it go. The committee will recognize the neces- 
sity for that increase. 

Then on bank stabilization, the funds recommended by the budget 
will put up about 20 miles of revetments. That will take us more 
than 15 years to complete the program that is ultimately to be 
needed. 

We are asking an increase of $414 million and we believe it is still 
not adequate but we believe we are right in coming to you and asking 
that it be given. 

Then there is an item of maintenance at the bottom of the sheet. 
The engineers have told us for years, and we are convinced, that to keep 
this project in proper condition requires an outlay of $15 million 
for maintenance and we submit to the committee that that figure 
should be appropriated for the coming year. 

I want to thank the committee for hearing my words. I will now 
turn to the other gentlemen from our area to present the other phase 
of the project. 

First of those is Mr. A. L. Story of Charleston, Mississippi County, 
Mo., and he is vice president of the St. John’s Levee and Drainage 
District. 

STATEMENT OF A. L. STORY 


Mr. Story. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I promise 
you I will be very brief. I would like to file these statements for the 
record, sir, and make a few additional remarks. 

My name is A. L. Story. I am vice president of the St. John’s 
Levee and Drainage District located in New Madrid County in south- 
east Missouri. 

Our district concurs in the recommendations and requests of Mr. 
Tindall as necessary to carry on the vital projects of the lower Mis- 
sissippi River Valley. 

I would like to refer to the specific problem as it occurs in our spe- 
cific district. That is right up here at this point at New Madrid, 
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Mo. We have there a confluence of three levees, namely, the frontline 
levee, the setback levee, and the Farrinberg levee. 

In 1954 there was completed at this point between these two levees 
a flood structure or Bealetas which was constructed to withhold the 
backwater from the river at high river stages from entering into this 
area and flooding the great area of rich. agricultural land; at the 
same time it would open it and use it for service drainage during the 
times when the river was at lower stages. 

That has proven a very successful structure and has been a vast 
economic benefit to this whole area of southeast Missouri, but that is 
just half of the story. We need the same sort of structure between 
these two levees here. 

There are about 60,000 acres of land in that basin there affected by 
backwater annually, ‘resulting in an annual loss in production and 
property loss in the neighborhood of $200,000. 

There are some 300 families in this area that are forced to evacuate 
3 years out of 5. Out of this 60,000 acres at the lower end of this 
basin here, there are some 10,000 acres of such area which are not 
practical for agricultural purposes, but it is a very fine game refuge 
if that annual flooding could be prevented. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, we need the money for the construction of 
this additional floodgate very badly because it affects that section of 
our State there every year 

I am not going to take any more time, except to say that I appre- 
ciate the opportunity of being here and we hope the committee will 
give consideration to our project. 

Mr. 'Trnpau. The next witness is Mr. Frank Pidgeon, chairman of 


the flood-control committee of the Memphis Chamber of Commerce. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK PIDGEON 


Mr. Pineron. My name is Frank Pidgeon. I am president of the 
Pidgeon-Thomas Iron Co.; also chairman of the flood-control com- 
mittee of the Memphis Chamber of Commerce and chairman of the 
Memphis and Shelby County Port Commission. 

I am happy to join with the other members from the lower Missis- 
sippi Valley, as we have done in the past, in urging you favorably to 
consider an appropriation of $70,716,000 as the minimum amount nec- 
essary to do the right kind of job. 

I am here in the interests of the overall flood control and navigation 
projects in the lower Mississippi Valley, but particularly with refer- 
ence to the Tennessee Chute Harbor project and to impress upon you 
the importance of this project, not only to the lower Mississippi Valley 
but to the economy of the whole country. 

As this project develops, the wisdom demonstrated by Congress in 
proving it becomes more and more evident. While the project is 
only partially completed, industry has already acquired acreage which 
will produce more tonnage than Congress required to justify the Fed- 
eral participation. 

The development of adequate harbors is necessary to realize the full 
potential of our waterways upon which the Federal Government has 
spent millions of dollars in development. This has been a sound ex- 
penditure if considered only on the basis of present use, but also we 
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must not forget the importance of these waterways in the security of 
this Nation in a national emergency. 

One very important phase of this is that the local interests are all 
fulfilling their part of the responsibility in this joint endeavor, with 
the Government participating and the local interests participating. 

The city of Memphis and the county of Shelby are keeping abreast of 
obligations on this project. We are providing the necessary land, 
railroad trackage, paved streets, sewers, all utilites, and a regularly 
constituted administrative body. 

We have just put into operation an up-to-date public river-rail-truck 
terminal and spent over $114 million in doing so. 

I don’t like to take up a lot of your time, but I would like to bring 
out some important facts. 

One is that we are now proceeding with the mainland portion of this 
project by the acquisition of Ensley Bottom, which is approximately 
6,800 acres of land. The development cost to the city and county will 
run into many millions and expenditures by us in development of this 
area will continue long after the Federal Government has completed 
its work. 

It is important that this whole Tennessee Chute project be com- 
pleted at the earliest time possible and it is especially important and 
economically sound that sufficient funds be appropriated to continue 
the dredging operations now in progress. 

We in the South believe in the lower Mississippi Valley and any one 
of us could stand and talk for a long time about it, but in order to save 
time, I would like to submit a written statement and make it a part 
of the record, and also ask you gentlemen to give favorable considera- 
tion to our request for $70,716,000. 

Mr. Trnpatu. The next witness is Mr. Damon R. Headden, a repre- 
sentative of Lake County, Tenn. 


STATEMENT OF DAMON R. HEADDEN 


Mr. Heappen. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, ap- 
proximately 1 year ago I appeared before a subcommittee of your com- 
mittee in a plea for an appropriation to start the cleaning out of Reel- 
foot Running Bayou which is located in extreme northwest Tennessee. 

At that time your committee recommended a sufficient amount of 
money be inserted in the budget, and the Congress made available 
to the Army engineers this sufficient amount of money. Since that 
time, I am pleased to say to you that a great deal of progress has 
been made. 

The responsible agencies of the counties involved, the agencies of 
government of the State of Tennessee, and the Federal agencies have 
been cooperating with each other and the landowners affected in a most 
complementary way. Rights-of-way as needed have been secured and 
the construction is progressing at a most satisfactory rate. 

We are now asking you to recommend for the Reelfoot Lake 
$325,000, which is the amount incorporated in the President’s budget 
request. We feel that this amount of money is sufficient under the 
prevailing prices to complete this much needed project. 

IT can assure you that the people within the affected area of this 
project are deeply appreciative of the action which you took last year 
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and they are extremely anxious to bring the project to a successful 
conclusion. 

Although not of primary importance with reference to this project, 
as a result of its starting the State of Tennessee, through its division 
of State parks, has initiated the construction of Reelfoot Lake State 
Park for the improved recreation of hunters, fishermen, and tourists. 

Not only will valuable farmlands be protected from flooding but 
also, by being able to control the water level of Reelfoot Lake, the 
State can further properly develop Reelfoot Lake into a tourist mecca. 

There is no way for you to know what this means to the merchants, 
farmers, landowners, camp and motel operators of our section with- 
out an on-the-spot investigation; however, I can assure you that it 
will materially benefit practically every citizen of the affected region. 

Mr. Tinpau. The next witness is Mr. W. G. Huxtable. 


STATEMENT OF W. G. HUXTABLE 


Mr. Huxtasre. I am W. G. Huxtable, chief engineer of the St. 
Francis Levee District of Arkansas, West Memphis, Ark. 

My district comprises 158 miles of main levee on the west bank of 
the Mississippi River. We are also the sponsors for the lower part of 
the St. Francis Basin project. 

I will ask you gentlemen to turn to the little map that I have 
attached to each of those statements which I presented to you. 

I think I can speed this thing up by calling out to you the items 
that are marked by numerals. 

At the top of the map, No. 1 is the channel that has been developed 
along with the Jevee to take care of all of that drainage that comes 
out of the lower Ozark Hills east of the dotted line that you notice 
there, and takes it into the Mississippi River without carrying it into 
the whole system of drainage down through the valley. 

No. 2 is Wappapello Dam and Reservoir, completed in 1942 and 
costing $8 million. This dam hasn’t been able to operate properly 
because we do not have our levees completed below it. 

No. 3 is the main levees from Commerce Hill down to New Madrid, 
Mo., and No. 4 is a chain of levees 215 miles in length from New 
Madrid down to the mouth of the St. Francis River, 54 miles in Mis- 
souri and 158 in Arkansas. 

No. 5 is the tributary levees. On the east side of it are completed 
levees in heavy shading. That represents the levee on the Little 
River and on the west side is practically 100 miles of levee that are 
not complete on the St. Francis. 

No. 6 points out 70 miles of levee that are proposed on the St. Francis 
River which will protect our backwater area. 

No. 7 is the black-shaded area which is our backwater area and what 
is shown there depicts the flood area in 1937, which is 736,000 acres. 

We have colored in blue at the top there the area that was flooded 
in Missouri during 1945, and that flood was similar to the one we have 
been having in New England in which those people had a loss of $26 
million to their crops and it happened in the early part of June, early 
half of June, and that same flood gave a loss around, something like 
$10 million in Arkansas; but one of the chief causes of that flood was 
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the bottleneck at the State lines where it has not been taken care 
of yet. 

In this backwater area, about 600,000 acres would be covered by a 
flood of this magnitude which comes in from the Mississippi River 
around the lower end of the levee and the other part is headwaters 
back up by this area. 

No. 9 is a 14-mile channel we are constructing as a cutoff in this 
river. It is nearing completion and we hope to have it completed 
along about the Ist of June. 

No. 10 is a 414-mile cutoff concerning which we are buying a right- 
of-way for now and hope to get it underway this year. 

Gentlemen, in this backwater area, the water gets to be 10 or 12 feet 
and gets up on the houses and barns and churches and on everybody’s 
property. Then we have windstorms that batter them all to pieces 
and knock them off their foundations, and all that sort of thing, and 
that causes tremendous losses. 

Our average annual loss in this basin is about $7 million and we 
are asking for you to try to speed up this program. It will not only 
eliminate the danger of having ansithide condition like we had in Mis- 
souri, but if we had it in this lower area, it is so very fertile and the 
people would have to move out and take all their belongings and stock 
and everything and then move back in after we have had the flood. 

With this levee system and everything else, we will be able to pro- 
tect that area and it will be of very great value to the Nation. 

On the matter of cost in this basin, Missouri has constructed 3,600 
miles of ditches and Arkansas has constructed 2,400 miles. That 
makes 6,000 miles that will add to the quicker runoff of the swampy 
area that we had there before these ditches were dug. 

At the present time, the runoff is so much greater in the upper 
reaches that our main channel isn’t capable of taking care of that run- 
off ; therefore, we are making these cutoffs. We will, by these cutoffs, 
shorten the river 30 miles and that will make it 60 miles instead of 
90 miles, as it is today; and we will lower the flood stage at No. 11 
there at River Front about 414 feet, which will give great relief to that 
whole basin. 

Mr. Glenn Davis has been down with us on the river and right at 
the lower end there, you will notice a loop, which is the Parkin Point 
cutoff near the mouth of the river. We are short of 14 miles right 
there at that 1 point; that was the last of the 16 cutoffs on the river. 

Gentlemen, we have in this basin spent, in the State of Arkansas— 
these 158 miles of levee, at the present time $51 million. 

Local people, by direct taxes, spent $26 million of it and Government 
spent $25 million. 

On the tributary levees in Arkansas, which is about $21 million, the 
local people spent $1214 million against $8,600,000 that the Govern- 
ment spent. 

We built 2,400 miles of ditches that cost $28 million. So far, for 
that service the local people have spent $66,500,000 against $33,600,000 
by the Federal Government. 

The cost in Arkansas is about $100 million and Missouri has spent 
a similar amount. The ratio of cost in each State is about the same, 
which is 2 to 1. 

So we are asking that the Congress appropriate at least $4 million 
for the progress of this work. We are a great deal concerned about 
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our slow progress. We could have more loss than this $7 million, 
which is our annual average loss now. 
Mr. Trnpa.t. Our next witness is Mr. J. G. Burke, from Helena, Ark. 


STATEMENT OF J. G. BURKE 


Mr. Burke. My name is J. G. Burke, and I am attorney for the 
White River Drainage District of Phillips and Desha Counties, Ark. 
I am here representing the White River Levee District shown on the 
budget as the lower White River, on which we are asking for an in- 
crease from $350,000 to $400,000, which we believe will be suflicient 
to complete the project which has been under construction for some- 


thing like 18 years. 
Mr. Chairman, we join with the others from the valley in asking 


that $70,716,000 be allocated to the lower Mississippi Valley. 
I wish to thank the committee, and in order to conserve time, I wish 


to file my statement. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is J. G. Burke and 
I reside in the city of Helena, Ark. I am attorney for the White River Drainage 
District of Phillips and Desha Counties, Ark. I have been requested by the 
commissioners of my board to appear before your committee for the purpose 
of urging that sufficient funds be appropriated and allocated for the completion 
of the project designated in the budget as the “Lower White River.” The 
above-named project was authorized under section 5 of the Flood Control Act 
of June 15, 1936, Public Law 678, 74th Congress. The work was authorized 
upon condition that the above-named district, representing the local interests, 
would give assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of War as follows: 

(a) Provide, without cost to the United States, all rights-of-way necessary 
for the construction of the project; 

(b) Provide drainage facilities made necessary by construction of levees; 

(c) Acquire and provide, without cost to the United States, all flowage and 
storage rights and easements over, across, and upon the lands and properties 
within the protected area in the event it becomes necessary in the judgment 
and discretion of the Secretary of War or Chief of Engineers to use said area 
for an emergency reservoir ; 

(d@) Hold and save the United States free from liability for damages on 
account of said area for reservoir purposes during said emergency. 

We wish to assure the committee that the local interests have met and ful- 
filled all of the requirements and conditions above set forth. A perpetual ease- 
ment in favor of the district and the United States has been acquired, under 
the terms of which all of the lands within the protected area can be used for 
reservoir purposes. This reservoir, during the time of a flood emergency, can 
and will be used to lower the flood stages of the Mississippi River. The district 
has expended many hundreds of thousands of dollars to provide for interior 
drainage. The committee will observe from the above requirements that an 
extraordinary burden has been placed upon the district, and subjected the 
lands for the use of a reservoir. We do not know of any other area in the 
United States where such a burden has been placed upon the local interests. 

The construction of this project was commenced in August 1938, and work 
has progressed gradually as funds allocated for this project were available. 
The project authorized the construction of 40.8 miles of levees. At the present 
time only 27 miles have been completed. There is under contract at the present 
time, 3.8 miles, with 10 miles not completed. The budget estimate for this 
project for the fiscal year of 1957 is $350,000. We firmly believe that if the 
budget estimate can be increased to $400,000, the remaining 10 miles of levee 
can be completed. It is very necessary and expedient that the entire system 
of levees be brought to final grade and section as soon as possible. 

The district embraces approximately 150,000 acres of land, the principal portion 
of which is in a high state of cultivation, and having extensive improvements 
Situated thereon. The area is thickly populated, especially by small-farm 
owners. There are several towns and villages situated within the district; 
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highways and railroads traverse the area, thus furnishing transportation 
facilities. 

The budget for the fiscal year of 1957 calls for the expenditure of $56,030,000 
for the various and sundry items embraced in what is known as the lower 
Mississippi Valley, extending from Cairo, Ill., to the head of the passes. The 
members of the Board of Commisisoners of the White River Drainage District 
or Phillips and Desha Counties, Ark., are in full accord with the views of the 
Mississippi Valley Flood Control Association, requesting that the budget estimate 
for the fiscal year of 1957 be increased to $70,716,000. It is urgently necessary 
that these projects be completed as rapidly as possible. The only way in which 
these projects can progress on a sound engineering and economic basis is that 
sufficient funds be appropriated and allocated. 

We respectfully request that the budget estimate for the lower White River 
be increased from $350,000 to $400,000. If the district can obtain the increase 
in appropriation, we are confident that our system of levees can be satisfactorily 
completed. 

Respectfully submitted. 


J.G. Burke. 
Mr. Kirwan. All right, Mr. Tindall. 
Mr. Trnpauu. Next is Mr. Ray Maxwell, of McGehee, Ark., chair- 
man of the Southeast Arkansas Drainage Association. 


STATEMENT OF RAY MAXWELL 


Mr. Maxwe.i. Mr. Kirwan and members of the committee, I have 
a printed statement I would like to present. My appearance, .sir, 
today is on behalf of the Southeast Arkansas Drainage Association, 
which is composed of 8 drainage districts and 1 levee district in south- 
east Arkansas and the area involved is approximately 1,350 square 
miles. 

Our concern today is the amount of protection to be made for the 
coming fiscal year on the Boeuf River-Bayou Macon project which 
appears on the appropriation data sheet as Tensas River Basin. 

This project was authorized by the Flood Control Act of December 
22, 1944, as amended, which made the general area served by our 
assoication a Federal responsibility. 

Our present condition, drainagewise, was created by the closing of 
the drainage outlets when the main-stem levees were constructed on 
the Mississippi River at great cost to our people. Before this con- 
struction work was done on the main-stem levees, the Federal Govern- 
ment required our people to construct a drainage system, which it 
did, and it was completed just prior to the great flood of 1927. 

We are still paying on that drainage project. 

Our drainage system was largely rendered inoperative by the flood 
of 1927. Then, because of the interstate nature and because of the 
interstate flow of our surface waters, Congress recognized that a 
Federal responsibility existed and the Flood Control Act of 1944 made 
our area a better responsibility. 

Now, from year to year, appropriations have been made on the 
project which began down in the State of Louisiana and has proceeded 
northward each year. 

At the present time, the work on the Boeuf River project has reached 
a point, has reached the point, that brings it into the area of responsi- 
bility of this Southeast Arkansas Drainage Association. 

We believe that the appropriation requested is reasonable and we 
feel that it is a sound investment as far as the Federal Government is 
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concerned. The money will be quickly repaid by way of increased 
taxes from our area. 

For that reason, we should like to join in with the Mississippi 
Valley Flood Control Association in asking for this appropriation. 

If I may, I have some additional statements which I should like to 
file for the record. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my name is Ray Maxwell. I 
live at McGehee, Ark. I am chairman of the Southeast Arkansas Drainage 
Association. 

The Southeast Arkansas Drainage Association is composed of all the drainage 
and levee districts in southeast Arkansas in the general area lying west of 
the Mississippi River, south of the Arkansas River, and east of Bayou Bartholo- 
mew. The names of these districts and the approximate number of acres 
making up each district are as follows: Cypress Creek drainage district, 262,700 
acres; Chicot County drainage district, 148,000 acres; Eudora western drainage 
district, 121,000 acres; Dermott drainage district, 73,748 acres; Cummings drain- 
age district, 19,500 acres: Kersh Lake drainage district, 27,000 acres; drainage 
district No. 4, 26,000 acres; drainage district No. 5, 25,000 acres; and southeast 
Arkansas levee district. 726,000 acres. These districts embrace all or part of the 
following southeastern Arkansas counties: Chicot, Desha, Ashley, Drew, Lincoln, 
and Jefferson, aggregating approximately 1,350 square miles. 

The Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944, as amended, authorized a project 
in Arkansas and Louisiana, which project is commonly known as the Boeuf- 
Tensas Bayou Macon project, and which provides for the improvement of the 
Boeuf and Tensas Rivers and Bayou Macon and certain other smaller streams 
and drainage facilities within the confines fo the general area hereinabove re- 
ferred to. The Southeast Arkansas Drainage Association was organized for the 
express purpose of providing close liaison and cooperation with the Corps of 
Engineers, Vicksburg district, United States Army. which is the agency respon- 
sible for the construction of the works. 

All of the surface water in this area flows south into Louisiana through the 
Boeuf River and Bayou Macon because all of the former outlets into the Missis- 
sippi River in this locality were closed through the construction of the main- 
stem levees, which levees provide flood protection for the people of southeast 
Arkansas and northern Louisiana. The closing of said outlets by the construc- 
tion of levees made it necessary for the local interests in this area to provide, 
at their own expense, a system of canals for the diversion of this surface water 
through said counties southward. This was done at a local cost of several million 
dollars; and in addition thereto the area has contributed great sums to the cost 
of construction of the main line Mississippi River levee and Arkansas River 
levee, which was required of them before the Government assumed full respon- 
sibility therefor. The Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944, as amended, 
recognized the inadequacy of our outlets (Boeuf River and Bayou Macon) and 
the act authorized their improvements as a Federal responsibility because of 
the interstate transmission of the surface waters. 

Subsequent to the passage of the Flood Control Act of 1944, and acts amenda- 
tory thereto, appropriations have been made for each fiscal year by Congress 
for the construction of the works on the Boeuf River-Bayou Macon portion of the 
project; the construction began in Louisiana and it has now progressed north- 
ward into Chicot County, Ark., which is just north of the Arkansas-Louisiana 
boundary line. No work, however, has been done on the Tensas River portion of 
the project, which work, it is believed, will commence after the completion of 
the Boeuf River-Bayou Macon portion of the project, provided that funds are 
made available by Congress for that purpose. 

Since the work on the Boeuf River-Bayou Macon portion of the authorized 
project has proceeded into Arkansas all of the remaining work to be done thereon 
will be within the confines of the improvement districts which form this asso- 
ciation. This area has suffered from lack of drainage and it has not had an 
adequate runoff for its surface waters since the closing of the gaps on the main- 
stem levees. The various improvement districts, which form the Southeast 
Arkansas Drainage Association, have been powerless to act to furnish the neces- 
sary improvement of present facilities because of the interstate nature of the 
situation. However, the work that has been accomplished on the project by the 
Corps of Engineers, has given new encouragement to the people in this section 
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of the State of Arkansas and they can now look forward to the early completion 
of this portion of the project, provided that adequate funds are made available 
by Congress for that purpose. 

It is imperative to the economy of this area and to the health and general 
welfare of its people that funds for the remaining portion of the authorized 
project be made available within the coming fiscal year, if possible, in order 
that the maximum benefit may be derived from the works. While it is true 
that some relief has been afforded by the project as it has progressed northward, 
the area served by the association still suffers from excess surface waters 
each year and the accumulation of this water has brought heavy financial 
losses through damage to the public roads, schools, streets, sewer facilities, 
and other public property, as well as individual losses to crops, farm improve- 
ments, and the like. Most of the public facilities and private farming enterprises 
presently affected by excess surface waters were in existence and enjoyed 
protection therefrom prior to the closing of the gaps on the main-stem levees 
and completion of the authorized project will mean the reclamation of several 
hundred thousand acres of unimproved rich land. 

From an economic standpoint, the area served by the Southeast Arkansas 
Drainage Association is largely agricultural. The principal crops are cotton 
and rice; soybeans, corn, oats, and other feed-grain crops are grown extensively. 
Recently, however, industries have become interested in locating in this area 
and several factories have already located here. With improved drainage 
conditions it is anticipated that further industrialization will take place. 

Certainly the completion of the project as authorized will result in an en- 
hancement of property values and the resulting increase in taxation on State 
and Federal levels will return, within a very short period of time, the money 
spent on the projects. 

It is gratifying to the local people to watch the progress of work on the 
authorized projects. The Corps of Engineers has performed an outstanding 
service on the projects and it is hoped that your committee will lend its support 
by recommending an appropriation of $2 million for the coming fiscal year 
to insure the continuation of this work. 

Respectfully submitted. 

SOUTHEAST ARKANSAS DRAINAGE ASSOCIATION. 
By Ray MAxwELt. 


Mr. Trxpaty. The next witness is Mr. Will T. McKie, chief engineer 
of the Board of Levee Commissioners for the Yazoo-Mississippi Delta, 
Clarksdale, Miss. 


STATEMENT OF WILL T. M’KIE 


Mr. McKir. Tf have a number of printed statements, and also a lim- 
ited number of maps illustrating the project, and with your indul- 
gence, I would like to briefly highlight the several items as contained 
in my statement. 

T have the responsibility of presenting to this committee what is our 
carefully considered opinion of a well-distributed, well-balanced pro- 
gram for carrying forward the already well-advanced flood-control 
project for the Yazoo Basin. 

This basin, as the committee probably knows, is one of the large- 
sized basins of the lower alluvial valley, containing approximately 
one-fourth of the usable agricultural area of the entire valley, some 
41/ million acres being embraced within the area. 

The flood-control project, as presently authorized for this area, is 
nationwide in scope. It is really a comprehensive plan for the entire 
area and there are several items which we are asking you to consider 
and to appropriate funds for and they are all authorized and contem- 
plated works and are all in order at this time. 

The first item which I would like to offer is down, right in the center 
of the lower, we have it indicated in green, and this is what we term 
the lower auxiliary channel and it is one of the most important ele- 
ments at this time in probably the entire project. 
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On its completion, it will lower the river stages in the lower Yazoo 
River some 7 feet at the head of this channel and it will affect flood 
stages throughout the river lift of approximately 125 miles. It will 
bring direct benefits to some 350,000 acres in that area, and, of course, 
will open the way then for continued upstream developments. 

The construction of this auxiliary is already underway, as indicated 
by the very light red markings at the lower end and the budget pro- 
posal for the coming year which set a target date of completion at 
some 5 or 6 years in the future, and in view of the decided benefits 
which will accrue from the completion of this channel, we suggest 
that the appropriation should be in the amount of about $3 million for 
this item, which will give us a target date of completion somewhere 
in fiseal 1959 or 1960. 

Next we go over to the Big Sunflower River on which work is just 
getting underway. Funds which were appropriated last fiscal year 
to initiate construction on the Holly Bluff Cutoff in the lower reaches 
of this river, which we term the Holly Bluff Cutoff, together with 
funds appropriated by the Bureau of the Budget this year, will prob- 
ably or possible fall short, just short of completing this important 
item of work which is 7 miles in length. And, simultaneously with 
the completion of this cutoff, improvements of the Little Sunflower, 
a stream which runs laterally or opposite the Big Sunflower there, 
which divides the flow of this river in its lower reaches, should be ac- 
complished. 

This item will produce sizable benefits. It will lower flood stages 
in the Sunflower River at the head of this cutoff some 4 feet and will 
affect flood stages for 60 miles upstream. 

We are very anxious that funds be made available to assure com- 
pletion of this item in the next fiscal year. ; 

We have two items of local protection for Yazoo City. Those are 
small items. They are important. They will provide protection to 
urban areas there. The $102,000 provided for Yazoo City will com- 
plete a job that is going on and has been going on for 2 years there. 

$243,000 will do the job at Belzoni and provide that town the pro- 
tection which it needs. 

We have asked for an item of $400,000 on the main stem of the 
Yazoo, 

Mr. Jensen. Five hundred. 

Mr. McKie. Five hundred; thank you, sir. 

We have not indicated any particular spot where this should be used. 
There are numerous places which we could suggest and which we have 
been discussing with the Corps of Engineers. 

In a project of this size, we would love to have an amount of funds 
which they could spend with some latitude or just simply help them to 
broaden the progress of the overall plan and that would be money well 
placed in their hands for that purpose. 

We have an item for our tributaries in this stream which are the hill 
tributaries that enter into the flat alluvial plain from the upland sec- 
tion of the State. 

The four reservoirs in this plan provided for about only one-third 
of the watershed area from the upland, and it is timely in order to be- 
gin some control of the larger creeks and streams which flow into the 
alluvial plain from the hills. 





502 


There are also numerous bayous within the alluvial plain property. 
We are far enough advanced with our plans to begin that. 

We have an item in there for the Arkabutla Reservoir which would 
permit the Corps of Engineers to join with the Mississippi State High- 
way Department in raising the grade of Federal Highway 51 across the 
valley of Hickahala Creek, the main highway between Memphis, Jack- 
son, Miss., and New Orleans, which crosses an arm of that reservoir 
and which has been under-water for as much as 5 to 7 days up to 2 or 3 
feet, completely disrupting that highway and we think this is the 
proper time to have that situation remedied. 

Now we come to one item which we realize has not been covered b 
the Corps of Engineers, and that is the McKinney Bayou watershed. 
It was authorized in the Food Control Act of 1946 and this is a water- 
shed comprising 25,000 acres of land and the drainage for this entire 
watershed was originally into the Mississippi River levee. 

At the present time we have undertaken to provide relief for this 
area by providing a pumping plant which is inadequate and only pro- 
vides partial relief, but this plant is now 29 years old, entering its 29th 
pumping season, and we would like to request funds to inaugurate con- 
struction of an adequate pumping plant at that city and believe that 
the Corps of Engineers will really concur in the need for it and say 
that they will be happy to have the funds to start this construction. 

I believe that covers the several items I have and it is a sincere effort 
to offer you a well-balanced program for this very large area. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Mr. Trnpatu. The next witness is Mr. M. F. Ford, of Vicksburg. 


STATEMENT OF M. F. FORD 


Mr. Forp. I am M. F. Ford, chairman of the Vicksburg Chamber of 
Commerce Port Development Committee. 

I have with me today Pat Kenney, the mayor of the city of Vicks- 
burg; Mr. Albert Tucker, president of our board of supervisors, and 
Mr. J. W. Jergens, president of the Warren County Port Commission. 

We are appearing in support of a request for initial construction 
funds for the Vicksburg-Yazoo Warren County port-development 
yroject, which is the building of an adequate port facility at Vicks- 

urg. 

The last Congress appropriated $80,000 of planning money and 
these plans have been approved and are on file with the Chief of En- 
gineers. They came too late to have been included in this budget and 
we are, therefore, asking that if Congress will do so that it be added to 
the budget. 

This is a local participation project in which the local interests are 
providing the land, the rights-of-way, railroad facilities, utilities 
streets, and drainage, and I will file a short statement in support of 
this project. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


THE VICKSBURG-YAZOO PROJECT 


Description of project—H. R. 9859 as enacted by the 2d session of the 83d 
Congress (the Dondero omnibus flood-control bill) approved the modification 
of the authorized project for the Vicksburg-Yazoo area. That project, as ex- 
plained briefly on page 7, paragraph 14, of House Document 85, 83d Congress, 
contemplated— 
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* * * 9 plan of improvement involving the construction of an industrial 
fill of approximately 245 acres at an elevation above flood stage and an 
adjacent 300- by 12-foot harbor channel located generally along the north 
bank of Lake Centennial at the southern edge of the Vicksburg-Yazoo area 
with appurtenant road and railroad approach fill and an approach navigation 
channel to connect with the existing Vicksburg Harbor * * * the improve- 
ments to have an estimated cost to the United States of $3,220,000 * * * 
and $120,000 to non-Federal interests. Annual charges are estimated at 
$171,000 of which annual maintenance costs to the United States and non- 
Federal interests are $21,000 and $17,000 respectively. Annual benefits 
are estimated at $700,000 based on transportation savings averaging about 
$3.15 per ton. The economic ratio of benefits to costs is 4 to 1. 


WHY INITIAL CONSTRUCTION MONEY IS NEEDED NOW 


The Warren County Board of Supervisors, the Warren County Port Com- 
mission, the city of Vicksburg, and the Vicksburg Chamber of Commerce re- 
spectfully request that $500,000 be appropriated and earmarked for initial 
construction funds for the modified Vicksburg-Yazoo project now for the following 
reasons : 

(1) There is an urgent need right now for the services to be provided 
by this improvement. 

(2) Plans have advanced to the point where construction can be initiated 
in fiscal year 1957. 

(3) Local interests have filed assurances of cooperation as required and 
are prepared now to carry through to completion their obligations. 

(4) The project has a 4-to-1 ration of benefits to costs, benefiting indi- 
viduals and businesses in 6,000 square miles in west-central Mississippi and 
northeastern Louisiana. 

(5) The total estimated cost to the Federal Government is relatively 
small, initially and involves only $21,000 annually for maintenance costs 
by the Federal Government. 


URGENT NEED RIGHT NOW FOR SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED BY VICKSBURG-YAZOO PROJECT 


Due to the necessity of abandoning its river-rail terminal, Vicksburg is now 
prevented from offering shippers of farm and manufactured products the inte- 
grated river-rail-highway services necessary if maximum advantage is to be 
taken of the economic benefits to be derived from water transportation. 

These integrated services will be provided by the river-rail-highway terminal 
to be provided by local interests as a part of the Vicksburg-Yazoo project. 

When the Federal Barge Lines ceased to operate its river-rail terminal on the 
Mississippi River at Vicksburg, these facilities were taken over by the city of 
Vicksburg (at no cost) for lease to a private operator, but subsequently it became 
necessary to abandon the terminal. 

As the result of channel changes in the Mississippi River upstream from this 
terminal, navigation in this vicinity became more and more hazardous and 
difficult. Due to these channel currents, the Illinois Central Railroad placed an 
embargo on movement of any of its cars out on the floating cradle serving the 
terminal, so the operator has had to abandon this site. 

To give necessary flood protection to Vicksburg, there has been constructed a 
floodwall along the Yazoo diversion canal in front of Vicksburg. The railroad is 
on the opposite side of the wall, thus making it impossible to have a water-rail 
terminal that does not involve either transfer first to truck and then to rail or 
else an almost impossible situation of lifting all cargo over the wall. 

The practical result is that except for commodities which can be loaded or 
unloaded by pumps, Vicksburg faces a diminishing use of river transportation in 
the future until a river-rail-highway terminal can be built on the Vicksburg- 
Yazoo project at a time when the overall volume of river transportation on the 
lower Mississippi is increasing rapidly. 

Thus there is an urgent need right now for the services to be provided by 
the Vicksburg-Yazoo project, and we respectfully request that an appropriation 
in an amount of $500,000 be provided in fiscal year 1957 to begin initial con- 
struction work on this project. 
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THE PROJECT HAS A 4.1 RATIO OF BENEFITS TO COSTS 


A substantial portion of the benefits which would result from the construction 
of the Vicksburg-Yazoo project would come from additional use of waterborne 
transportation by existing businesses in western Mississippi and eastern Louis- 
iana. This is set forth in House Document No. 85, 2d session, 838d Congress, 
page 16, paragraph 31, 32, 33. These read: 

“31. An analysis of the probable savings in transportation costs resulting 
from additional tonnage of waterborne traffic in miscellaneous commodities, 
with proper allowances for the commerce at existing and proposed wharves, 
indicate that an increase of 83,000 tons in commodity movement would be 
attributable to the proposed harbor and terminal facilities * * * based on an 
average unit savings of $3 per ton, which was used in view of the many variations 
in pertinent rail rates for identical traffic, the average annual savings in trans- 
portation costs for such additional tonnage is estimated at $249,000. 

“32. The total annual savings in transportation costs that may obtain as a 
result of an adequate harbor and industrial fill at Vicksburg are estimated at 
about $700,000. Other benefits, for which no monetary value has been set, are: 
general enhancement of lands included in the industrial fill; general develop- 
ment and growth of Vicksburg and vicinity as a result of the improvement; 
and a further increase in traffic on the Mississippi River and inland waterway 
system indirectly benefiting the entire Nation. 

“33. Comparison of benefits and costs.—The estimated annual benefits on 
$700,000 from the proposed harbor development when compared to the estimated 
annual charges of $171,000, indicate that the project will have a benefit-to-cost 
ratio of 4.1. Others benefits, for which no monetary value has been set, are 
given in paragraph 32.” 

It is because of this extraordinarily high ratio of benefit to cost plus the in- 
creased use of water transportation that would result that we sincerely believe 
it is in the public interest to make a $500,000 initial construction appropriation 
for fiscal 1957. 


TOTAL COSTS RELATIVELY SMALL 


In House Document No. 85, previously referred to, on page 15, paragraph 29, 
the following table of costs is given. 

“29. Costs.—Estimated first costs and annual charges based on price levels 
of November 1951 * * * are summarized as follows: 

















Feature Federal Non-Federal 
First cost: 
Industrial 08 amd harbor chammel........... 5... 22.2.2. o lee eee cee $2, 882, 000 $81, 000 
Ue eee pee ses Keio Ab adel ee deeds 211, 000 21, 000 
Approach navigation channel.------ 5 mornaineng aati nas Shane jateretetotgedd 127, 000 18, 000 
A, FOF he ee atte 8” 7 eats Paw | 3,220, 000 120, 000 
Annual charges: 
a ah ee aaah eee Caren des ic bait fate kins wipe 99, 000 4, 000 
ERE ESS SE RS 5 fet st AB TALS ER ee ie a ee. 29, 000 1, 000 
Maintenance... -.-...----- nner ohiddetndiehdiadliad Da dpbi hii cht dhisbibs Sadie cede 21,000 17, 000 
ae | ee ew tee eek oe 149, 000 | 22, 000" 


It is estimated that a period of about 4 years will be required for comple- 
tion of the project. During the first year of construction, $500,000 could be 
spent in clearing and grubbing of the harbor and approach-channel areas, clear- 
ing the industrial fill area, clearing the approach fill area, the initiation of 
construction of the approach fill and retaining dikes for the industrial fill, and 
in excavating the drainage ditch along the north side of the industrial fill. 

Local interests, in addition to giving letters of assurance as required for the 
project, have taken steps during the past year not only to fulfill required obli- 
gations, but also to acquire options on some 1,600 acres of non-Federal land to 
provide for an ultimate enlargement of the project ;. have planned for an over- 
head highway bridge to the project area to eliminate any possibility of a traffic 
bottleneck and to assure that the approaches to the fill would be above high 
water at any stage of the river; and have otherwise shown intention to par- 
ticipate fully in the development of the project even more extensively than 
contemplated in the report in House Document No. 85. 
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With an $80,000 initial planning appropriation from the Ist session of the 
84th Congress, plans have advanced to the point where construction readily 
can be initiated in fiscal 1957. Based on the planning work that has been done 
and the fact that local interests are ready to fulfill their obligation in connec- 
tion with the project, it is requested that the $500,000 initial appropriation be 
made available in fiscal 1957 so that work can continue on an orderly schedule. 


PERTINENT DATA REGARDING VICKSBURG-YAZOO PROJECT 


1. Principal components of the Vicksburg-Yazoo project : 


(a) A harbor channel along the south side of the industrial fill (12 feet by 300 
feet minimum). 

(b) An approach navigation channel (12 feet by 150 feet) connecting the harbor 
channel to the existing Vicksburg Harbor (Yazoo diversion canal). Distance 
along the Yazoo diversion canal to the Mississippi River is approximately 


2% miles. 

(c) An industrial site along the north bank of Lake Centennial consisting 
of a fill 1,000 feet wide and about 10,700 feet long at crown, consisting of 
about 245 acres. 

(d) Highway and railroad approaches to the industrial fill from the existing 
adjacent transportation facilities. 


2. Principal construction features: 
(a) Harbor channel: 
Channel to be excavated : 

(1) Length: 9,500 feet. 

(2) Width and depth: As necessary to obtain material for indus- 
trial fill. Minimum of 300 feet at elevation of 27 feet, 
mean sea level. 

(3) Excavation: 

Dredge: 14,660,000 cubic yards. 
Land equipment: 2,840,000 cubie yards. 
Channel to be maintained: 

(1) Length: 9,550 feet. 

(2) Width: 300 feet. 

(3) Depth: 12 feet. 

(b) Approach navigation channel: 
(1) Length: 4,850 feet. 
(2) Width: 150 feet. 
(3) Depth: 12 feet. 
(4) Excavation: 
Dredge: 1,880,000 cubic yards. 
Land equipment: 120,000 cubic yards. 
(c) Industrial fill: 
(1) Gross yardage in hydraulic fill: 15,540,000 cubic yards. 
(2) Elevation of top of fill above mean sea level: centerline, 114 teet; 
edges, 112.5 feet. 
In the construction of the industrial fill, it is estimated that 
17,500,000 cubic yards of material will be required to be dredged 
and hauled from the harbor channel, including allowances for 
consolidation, loss of fines, and wastage. 
(d@) Highway and railroad approach: Gross yardage, 337,000 cubic yards. 


NEW MARKETS WOULD BE OPENED FOR OUTSIDE PRODUCERS 


Ii House Document No, 85, previously refered to, on page 16, paragraph 30, the 
Statement is made that, “Resulting benefits are estimated on the assumption 
that all the space on the fill would be occupied within 25 years and that prospec- 
tive commerce from industry located thereon during its assumed 50-year life, 
would average 140,000 tons annually. 

Experience of Memphis (Tenn.) Harbor project.—Although constructed on a 
scale many times greater than that proposed for the Vicksburg-Yazoo project, 
the experience of the Memphis Harbor project may be a guide to the develop- 
ment of the Vicksburg-Yazoo project. That experience has been: (1) even be- 
fore the project was completed it had generated more river tonnage than it was 
estimated to generate 10 years after its completion; and (2) businesses locating 
on the industrial fill were those which were engaged primarily in the business 
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of bringing in heavy equipment manufactured in the East and the Midwest and 
in bringing in bulk raw materials for the Memphis market. 

Businesses not now able to locate in Vicksburg to serve the western Mississippi 
and eastern Louisiana market which have sought sites such as would be made 
available on the industrial fill, include: 

Grain elevator companies which would bring midwestern grain by river 
to serve the growing demand for feed in this new cattle country. 

Fertilizer companies which would bring by river limestone from Illinois 
and phosphate rock from Florida for agricultural purposes. 

Manufacturers of farm machinery, roadbuilding equipment, and other 
heavy-duty equipment from the Midwest and East who would bring their 
products to Vicksburg by river for distribution throughout this area. 

Chemical companies, located in the upper Ohio, upper Mississippi, and 
gulf coast areas who would supply industrial and agricultural users in this 
area from barge-lot quantities broken down into smaller units here. 

Steel warehouse companies who would ship steel in from the Pittsburgh, 
Great Lakes, or East St. Louis area for distribution by rail or truck from 
Vicksburg to industrial and retail users in a 150-mile radius from here. 

A restriction in regard to locating businesses on the industrial fill is that only 
those industries or commercial establishments which make use of water trans- 
portation can be accommodated on the industrial fill. 


Mr. Trypan. The next witness is Mr. Hu B. Myers, chief engineer, 
Department of Public Works, State of Louisiana. 


STATEMENT OF HU B. MYERS 


Mr. Myers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I would 
like to file a brief on the Mississippi River and tributaries project 
prepared by the department of public works, and also a brief prepared 
by the Atchafalaya Basin Levee Board, Mr. Jack Robbins, chief 


—— on the Atchafalaya Basin. 
The statements referred to are as follows:) 


THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND FLOOD CONTROL IN THE STATE OF 
LOUISIANA 


The Mississippi River has had a history of vast destruction in its natural 
state, but experience has shown that it is one of our country’s most valuable 
assets if adequately controlled and developed. It provides the drainage for 
over one-half of the Nation’s farms, and constitutes the most important part 
of the greatest inland waterway transportation system in the world. Water in 
huge volumes is perennially supplied for industrial, agricultural, and domestic 
use and for the disposal of wastes. In fact, the economy of the heart of the 
United States is based upon the Mississippi River as it exists today. 

All of the rich alluvial lands of Louisiana, comprising one-third of the area 
of the State, are subject to overflow from the Mississippi, Red, and Atchafalaya 
Rivers under natural conditions. This fact has made flood control of para- 
mount importance to the people of Louisiana ever since the arrival of the first 
settlers over 250 years ago. For most of this period control of these streams 
and the prevention of flooding has been the principal interest of the department 
of public works and its predecessor agencies, who have played a prominent 
part in developing the small and ineffective local levee systems of early days 
into the extensive and elaborate flood-control works upon which so much of the 
welfare and security of the State rests today. In view of its background and 
experience in such matters, the department of public works presents this brief 
in support of adequate appropriations to the Corps of Engineers, Department 
of the Army, for continued prosecution of flood-control work under the authorized 
Mississippi River and tributaries project, particularly those phases of the project 
which are of vital significance to Louisiana. 

The department of public works expresses the official views of the Governor of 
Louisiana on flood control matters affecting the State. Its responsibilities include 
the development of flood control, drainage, water conservation, irrigation, and 
navigation projects and, as the planning agency of the State government, it must 
consider flood control on the major streams in formulating plans for full develop- 
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ment of all of the resources of Louisiana. It is also the consulting engineer for 
the 22 levee boards of the State, and it maintains close liaison between the flood 
control activities of these boards and those of the Corps of Engineers and other 
Federal agencies, and between Congress and the State government on flood-con- 
trol policy and legislation. 


ECONOMIC ASPECTS OF FLOOD CONTROL ON THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER 


In 1882 and 1927 two of the greatest floods of record occurred on the Mississippi 
River. The flood of 1882 overflowed 34,600 of the 35,500 square miles in the al- 
juvial valley, while that of 1927 overflowed about 23,000 square miles. However, 
due to the higher state of development which prevailed in the valley, the smaller 
flood of 1927 caused far greater losses than the larger flood of 1882. The develop- 
ment of the alluvial valley since 1927 has continued at a greatly accelerated rate, 
so that today a similar flood would cause far more damage to the Nation’s econ- 
omy than all of the great floods of record. 

Population of the States lying in the alluvial valley has increased by 20 percent 
since 1980. Most of this increase has occurred in the area immediately contiguous 
to the river which is directly affected by main stem flood-control works. The 
Bureau of the Census estimates a further population increase of 15 percent in the 
alluvial valley States by the year 1965. 

Prior to inauguration of the flood-control program in 1928 the economy of the 
alluvial valley was largely agricultural, but since that time there has been a 
pronounced trend toward industrialization as hundreds of manufacturing plants 
have become established along the river. Industry has been attracted by the 
vast resources of the gulf coast, unlimited fresh water supplies, unexcelled water 
transportation facilities, and proximity to the population center of the United 
States. In Louisiana alone nearly $2 billion has been invested in new industry 
along the Mississippi River since World War II, and similar industrial growth 
has taken place throughout the valley. 

Another indication of the rate of growth of the alluvial valley is the tre- 
mendous increase in commerce on the lower Mississippi River. Traffic on this 
portion of the river rose from 2.9 billion ton-miles in 1927 to 19.2 billion ton-miles 
in 1954, the last year for which complete statistics are available. The Missis- 
sippi River is the main element in the most extensive inland waterway system in 
the world, and its value to the Nation will increase as other links in the system 
are completed, such as the St. Lawrence seaway, bringing deepwater navigation 
to the Great Lakes ports in the heart of the United States; the Calumet-Sag 
Channel connecting the Great Lakes with the Mississippi River in Illinois; and 
the Mississippi River-Gulf outlet at New Orleans, recently authorized by 
Congress. 

The rate of development in the alluvial valley today makes it one of the most 
dynamic areas in the United States, and increases proportionately the respon- 
sibility for flood control and navigation on the Mississippi River which the Fed- 
eral Government assumed under the Flood Control Act of 1928. 

Each year more people, more industry, more commerce, and more public and 
vrivate property become dependent upon flood-control works for their welfare 
and security. 

The economic progress which has been made in the alluvial valley would have 
heen impossible without the existing flood-control program. Floods and the 
threat of floods would have prevented development of its fertile agricultural 
lands and the establishment of industry to utilize its natural resources. With- 
out bank stabilization works modern navigation on the lower Mississippi would 
not be possible because of the shifting nature of its channel. Transcontinental 
railroad and highway routes would be seriously affected because of the difficulty 
and expense of maintaining communications across the valley. The benefits 
which have accrued to the Nation since initiation of the project in 1928 are 
estimated at over $5 billion, or a return of nearly $6 for each dollar expended on 
the work. 

AUTHORIZED FLOOD CCNTROL WORK 


Legislation adopted by Congress providing for the existing project for flood 
control, Mississippi River and tributaries, is listed below. Reports, studies, and 
aa documents upon which this legislation is based are also included in the 
tabulation. 
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Acts Supporting documents 


Flood Control Act of May 15, 1928____--_ H. Doc. 90, 70th Cong., Ist sess.; 
House Committee Doc. 28, TO0th 
Cong. 2d sess. 
Flood Control Act of June 15, 1936_____._. Flood Control Committee Doc. 1, 74th 
Cong., 1st sess. 
H. Doe. 198, 73d Cong., 2d sess. 


Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938___-__~- Flood Control Committee Doc. 1, 75th 
Cong., 1st sess. 

Flood Control Act of Aug. TS, 1941___--- H. Doc. 359, 77th Cong., Ist sess. 

Flood Control Act of Dec. 22, 1944_______ H. Doe. 509, 78th Cong., 2d sess. 

Flood Control Act of July 24, 1946___._.___ 8S. Doc. 151, 78th Cong., 2d sess. 


S. Doe. 191, 79th Cong., 2d sess. 
H. Doc. 516, 78th Cong., 2d sess. 
H. Doc. 378, 74th Cong., 2d sess. 
H. Doe. 308, 74th Cong., 1st sess. 
H. Doc. 98, 76th Cong., 1st sess. 
H. Doe. 188, 72d Cong., 1st sess. 
H. Doc. 757, 79th Cong., 2d sess. 
H. Doe. 138, 80th Con., 1st sess. 
S. Doe. 51, 80th Cong., 1st sess. 
Corps of Engineers Report, Apr. §, 
1946. 

Flood Control Act of June 30, 1948_____- H. Doc. 627, 80th Cong., 2d sess. 
H. Doc. 651, 80th Cong., 2d sess. 
H. Doce. 321, 80th Cong., 1st sess. 

Flood Control Act of May 17, 1950___---- H. Doc. 32, 81st Cong., 1st sess. 
S. Doe. 88, 81st Cong., 1st sess. 
H. Doce. 485, 8ist Cong., 2d sess. 
S. Doc. 189, 81st Cong., 2d sess. 
H. Doc. 255, 81st Cong., 1st sess. 

Flood Control Act of Sept. 3, 1954____~~_. H. Doc. 478, 88d Cong., 2d sess. 


The existing project was authorized by the act approved May 15, 1928, as 
amended by the acts listed above. As now fixed by law, that portion of the 
project of direct interest to Louisiana provides for flood control of the Missis- 
sippi River in its alluvial valley and for its improvement from Cape Girardeau, 
Mo., to the Head of Passes, La., and for the maintenance of a navigation channel 
300 feet wide and 12 feet deep at low water between Cairo, Ill., and Baton Rouge, 
La.: the execution in the interest of navigation and flood control of a channel 
improvement and bank stabilization program: the diversion from the Mississippi 
River of excess floodwaters through the Bonnet Carre, Morganza, and Atcha- 
falaya Floodways; improvement of the discharge capacity of the Atchafalaya 
River: construction of the Wax Lake outlet; the protection of lands on the 
south bank of Red River below Boyce, La.; local flood protection at Jonesville 
and Lake Pontchartrain; improvement of the flood-carrying capacities of Bayou 
Lafourche, Bayou Macon, and the Boeuf and Tensas Rivers and Bayous Boeuf, 
Rapides, and Cocodrie ; the construction of a navigation harbor at Baton Rouge; 
and the control of Old River, La. 

The design of all flood-control works is based on a project flood which is 
predicted to be the maximum possible by the Weather Bureau and the maximum 
probable by the Mississippi River Commission. After taking into account the 
effects of constructed upstream reservoirs the project flood is computed to have 


the following flows: 
Cubic feet per 


second 
Ue ia i a a 2, 450, 000 
ee ees 3, 065, 000 
Ry a IU ch Shs catch ccaich Shnes sie weetac ee cater ech isten de asdiakimes tndacian ana ck em ates 3, 000, 000 


PRESENT STATUS OF PROJECT 


The following tabulation shows the appropriations made by Congress to date 
for work authorized under the Flood Control Act of 1928, as amended. 


L 
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Flood control _Spprepriations and expenditures, Mississippi River and tributaries 


Distribution | Appropriations 
Item of work under au- to June 30, 
thorization 1956 


1956 appro- 
priation 


CONSTRUCTION 
Main stem: 
Mississippi River levees- -- aia ; 7, 464, 100 $209, 309, 2, 000, 000 
Bank stabilization works. - -- “A 38 ; 935, 400 265, 560, ; 9, 000, 000 
Dredging - ------- pps baseksténtwe 91, 300, 000 5, 103, 0 
Mapping. - i , 863, 000 . 064, 2 200, 000 
Memphis Harbor ‘ 21, 600, 000 , 151, 600, 000 
Devils Swamp ‘ : 2, 500, 000 0 
Morganza structure 20, 680, 000 8, 226, 0 
Old River control . 000, 000 2, 500, 2, 250, 000 
Completed work . 092, 900 8, 092, § 0 


Subtotal 30, 435, 400 104, 008, 24, 050, 000 
Off main stem: 
St. Francis Basin. 4, 826, 000 25, 114, ! 3, 000, 000 
Lower White River 3, 110, 000 9, 503, } 250, 000 
Cache River Basin__-- . 000, 000 0 
L’Anguille River _. ia 2, 000, 000 0 
West Tennessee tributaries__. , 700, 000 0 
Reelfoot Lake area. ‘ 748, 100 157, 5 157, 500 
Grand Prairie-Bayou Meto. - ; ‘ 5, 000, 000 
Lower Arkansas River: 
North bank___--- iad . 910, 000 4, 726, 500, 
Ud cdcicavddues ot ‘ ; 5, 340, 000 3, 053, 71 
Tensas River Basin: 
Boeuf, Tensas, Lafourche - - - - - 20, 781, 000 2, 102, 
Red River backwater area. . , 653, 000 , 687, ¢ 
Protection Tensas-Cocodrie area. _--- 5, 347, 000 
Yazoo River Basin: 
Reservoirs 4 Siete . ae , 667, 300 . 025, 
Local protection vin hhaieena a aa , 600, 500 4, 473, < 
Auxiliary channels i 20, 500, 000 1, 488, 2 
Main stem seake et 21, 127, 800 4, 619, : 
Major tributaries - ; ; 9, 729, 000 3, 189, § 
Minor tributaries. .........-.-.- ao em ; 1, 575, 400 99, 2 
Backwater area ___- ee eaten poo 3, 800, 000 169, 2 
Big Sunflower, Steele Bayou, etc____- sn Sita . 500, 000 1, 001, 
Lower Red River RS) as 8, 860, 000 8, 145, ¢ 
Atchafalaya River Basin: 
Atchafalaya Basin Floodway aioe 93, 556, 000 83, 241, 7 
Morganza structure (exclusive of structure) __- 17, 799, 700 17, 799, 7! 
Bayous Ranides, Boeuf, and Cocodrie , . 4, 200, 000 3, 380, 
Wax Lake outlet and Charenton Canal. __._..___- 10, 098, 800 10, 098, § 
Atchafalaya River and Basin_-____._---- ; 3, 375, 500 | 3, 375, ! 
Atchafalaya River navigation......................... 440, 000 440, 
Lake Pontchartrain - ata 3, 150, 000 1, 814, 
Amite Riv er. | 50, 000 
Completed work waned 2, 764, 6 
Vicksburg Harbor. . cs oe 80, 80, 
s “472, 299, 700 289, 551, 3, 212, § 
Plant account-_- Sen 24, 944, 500 =r 
Maintenance : sawabosldiokwnéaeok A 700, 000 


~ 918, 483,900 | 51, 962, 500 





On a monetary basis, the project appears to be about two-thirds complete. 
However, a realistic appraisal of the items of work necessary to accomplish 
the objectives of the flood-control program as originally outlined by Congress 
indicates that the project is hardly more than 50 percent complete. No funds 
have been appropriated for many of the authorized items, while construction 
of other features has been proceeding at a very slow rate. It is also evident 
that existing authorization for certain key items in the flood-control plan, 
such as Mississippi River levees and bank stabilization, Atchafalaya Floodway 
levees and lower Atchafalaya Basin dredging is not adequate to complete the 
program and must be revised upward. 

The work remaining to be done becomes of tremendous significance when 
viewed in the light of population and economic values which depend upon it 
for protection. Recent reductions in the national budget in the interest of 
economy have been extended to flood-control appropriations, and the Corps 
of Engineers has not been able to prosecute the project in keeping with their 
increased responsibilities for flood control. Most of the incompleted work lies 
in or directly affects the State of Louisiana. 
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LOCAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR FLOOD-CONTROL IMPROVEMENTS 


The State of Louisiana and the 22 local levee districts have expended a total 
of $307 million on flood-control improvements within the State as of January 1, 
1956, or about $940 million in terms of 1955 dollars based upon the Engineering 
News Record Cost Index. The cost of controlling floods in Louisiana is much 
greater than elsewhere in the valley, because all of the floodwaters from 41 
percent of the United States must pass through the State, and because of 
the low elevation of the extensive areas requiring protection. On the basis 
of Louisiana’s contribution to flood control, it is estimated that local interests 
in all of the affected States within the alluvial valley of the Mississippi River 
have spent nearly $2 billion at today’s prices on flood protection. 

After a series of disastrous floods most of the districts had exhausted their 
financial resources and the futility and wastefulness of flood-control measures 
on a local basis became evident. The flood of 1927 directed attention to the 
national aspects of flood losses and resulted in the Flood Control Act of 1928. 
Under this legislation, for the first time an integrated flood-control program 
covering Louisiana and all of the alluvial valley of the Mississippi River and its 
tributaries was put into effect under the direction of the Corps of Engineers. 
In view of the great expenditures made by local interests and the national aspects 
of flood losses, no local contribution was required other than furnishing certain 
rights-of-way and maintaining specified works after completion. 

Expenditures by local interests for flood control did not cease with passage 
of the Flood Control Act of 1928, but have continued each year and have in- 
creased with the growth of the valley. Each year Louisiana spends on the 
average about $12 million on major flood control and drainage improvements in 
the areas subject to overflow from the Mississippi River, and similar expendi- 
tures are made by the other States in the alluvial valley. 


RECOM MENDED APPROPRIATIONS FOR NECESSARY ITEMS OF WORK, FLOOD CONTROL IN 
LOUISIANA 


Mississippi River and tributaries project 

1. Mississippi River levees.—A strong levee system is the most important com- 
ponent of the flood-control program, for all of the alluvial valley is subject to 
overflow from the Mississippi River without the protection of levees. Under 
the existing levee program, 1,308 miles of main-line levees has been completed 
and 285 miles remain to be brought up to grade and/or section. 

The Bureau of the Budget recommendation of $1,960,000 for levee construction 
in 1957 is about enough to complete 12 miles of levees. At this rate, nearly 25 
years will be required to finish this phase of the flood-control program. The 
work remaining to be done should be completed as rapidly as possible, for 
the security afforded by the levee system is measured in terms of the weakest 
and lowest levees. The Department recommends a minimum appropriation 
of $38 million for levee construction in fiscal 1957. If work is continued at this 
rate, the presently authorized program will be completed in 1967 as sched- 
uled by the Corps of Engineers. 

2. Bank stabilization Caving banks affect the most valuable lands, the nar- 
row alluvial strips which form the high banks of the river. Levees must be 
moved back in the vicinity of caving, and homes, highways, and railroads must 
be relocated. Levee setbacks do not cure the trouble, but sacrifice the best 
lands. 

Bank stabilization is a fundamental part of the flood-control plan, and is 
necessary to preserve the alinement of the river, to protect the levees, and to 
maintain navigable depths. Under existing authorization 296 miles of revet- 
ment have been completed, with 154 miles remaining to be done. The Depart- 
ment of Public Works recommends the expenditure of $23 million for bank 
stabilization in 1957, an increase of $4,250,000 over the $18,750,000 recommended 
by the Bureau of the Budget, which did not provide for revetment at several crit- 
ical locations in Louisiana. 

3. Old Riwer control.—This project, now under construction, is designed to 
prevent the Mississippi River from abandoning its present channel below Old 
River and taking the Atchafalaya River route to the Gulf of Mexico. It will 
prevent damages estimated at many hundreds of millions of dollars to the city 
of New Orleans and many smaller cities along the river, and will safeguard the 
investment of the United States in flood control and navigation works con- 


structed in the area. 
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The Department of Publie Works recommends that $8 million be appropriated 
to continue construction in 1957. The budget recommendation of $6,700,000 is too 
low to permit progress at a safe rate, or even at an economical rate. The project 
should be treated as an emergency flood-control problem, for the diversion is al- 
ready well advanced toward the critical stage which is expected to occur about 
1965. Construction must proceed to completion by that date. 

4. Tensas River Basin.—(a) Boeuf, Tensas, Lafourche: The area drained by 
this basin includes 5 million acres in 11 Louisiana parishes and 6 Arkansas 
counties. The project is about 62 percent complete. The work remaining to 
be done should be accomplished as speedily as possible in order to derive full 
benefit from the $5 million lateral drainage system constructed by the State 
of Louisiana, and by local interests in both Louisiana and Arkansas. 

Except for the lower 32 miles of Boeuf River, work on the Bayou Lafourche- 
Boeuf River system is practically complete in Louisiana and about 30 percent com- 
plete in Arkansas. Very little work has been done on the Tensas-Bayou Macon 
system. It is recommended that $1,900,000 be appropriated for work on these 
streams in 1957, this amount exceeding the budget allowance by $500,000. The 
additional funds are required to complete work now underway, and to start 
construction on the Tensas-Macon system. 

(b) Red River backwater area: This area is an important part of the Tensas 
Basin project. It is nearly complete, and the essential work remaining consists 
of roads on levees in order to have access to remote portions of the levee sys- 
tem. It is requested that $100,000 be made available for this purpose during the 
fiscal year, in accordance with the Bureau of the Budget. 

5. Atchafalaya Basin.—The Department of Public Works recommends a mini- 
mum appropriation of $5 million for the necessary work in the Atchafalaya Flood- 
way. The budget allowance of $3,460,000 is too low for safety and must be 
increased, for the floodway cannot now pass its share of the project flood. In 
order for it to do this, all of the flood-control tools must be used—levees must be 
raised and strengthened, and an adequate dredging program must be carried 
out at the same time to prevent excessive sedimentation and to lower the flood 
flowline. Relative flood stages in the floodway have steadily risen to the point 
where the project flood cannot be contained, due to heavy sedimentation in the 
basin, settlement of guide levees due to poor foundation conditions, and failure 
to develop an efficient channel in the Atchafalaya River through the lower flood- 
way. 

The flood-control improvements in the Atchafalaya Basin are an integral part 
of the overall flood-control plan. They insure that the safe flood-carrying 
capacity of the Mississippi River below Old River will not be exceeded, thus 
protecting the city of New Orleans and the tremendous development along the 
river below Baton Rogue. In providing this insurance to the Mississippi River 
section, construction of the Atchafalaya Floodway must be quickly advanced to 
the point where it can safely accommodate its share of the project flood without 
endangering the growing communities of southwest Louisiana. 

6. Lake Pontchartrain levee.—Construction of this levee was authorized by 
Congress under the Flood Control Act of May 17, 1950, as a result of the dis- 
astrous storm of 1947 which flooded about 75,000 acres of suburban New Orleans. 
Under terms of the authorization local interests are to bear one-half of the 
estimated cost of $7,904,200. The affected area is highly developed and densely 
populated by persons in the low-income group. It is continuing to grow rapidly 
due to the influx of industry into the metropolitan area of New Orleans. The 
elevation of the land is low, and it should be noted that the city can only expand 
into such low-lying areas as all the higher lands have been occupied. 

The Pontchartrain Levee Board has expended over $1.5 million toward con- 
struction of this project and is prepared to contribute its remaining share of the 
cost. The budget recommendation of $350,000 for work in 1957 appear to be 
adequate. 

7. Devils Swamp navigation harbor, Baton Rouge.—The project was authorized 
by Congress in 1946 at a total cost of $2,500,000. It provides for construction of 
a barge canal 12 feet deep at mean low water and 300 feet wide on the bottom, 
extending approximately 5 miles northward from the Mississippi River near the 
northern city limits of Baton Rouge through Devils Swamp and along the 
high escarpment of the east bank of the river. The authorization provides 
for initial construction of 2.5 miles of channel at an estimated cost of $1,250,000 
with the remaining portion to be built when expansion is warranted by increased 
navigation and commerce. All terms of local cooperation have been met and 
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wharves, warehouses, and other necessary facilities will be constructed at no 
cost to the United States and will be open to all users on equal terms. Barge 
traffic through the port was 7,100,000 tons in 1952 and total waterborne traffic 
amounted to 14,500,000 tons. 

The authorized work is strategically located on the river at the head of the 
Indian Village extension of the Intracoastal Waterway, now under construction, 
which will shorten distances to western points by 160 miles when completed. 
It will afford the only current-free harbor on the Mississippi River below Vicks- 
burg and will provide balanced port facilities, since traffic through the port is 
divided equally between seaborne and inland commerce. The habor is necessary 
to complement the $15 million part expansion and development program now 
under construction by the Greater Baton Rouge Port Authority. 

The project has been authorized for construction by Congress for nearly 10 
years, but no funds have been appropriated to date. The department of public 
works protests its continued exclusion from the budget, and recommends that 
$50,000 be appropriated for advance engineering and design. 


SUMMARY 


Appropriations for flood control in the Mississippi Valley must be increased 
sufficiently to carry out the authorized project within a reasonable period of time. 
The department of public works therefore gives its full support to the program of 
work and the budget recommended for fiscal year 1957 by the Mississippi Valley 
Flood Control Association. These recommendations are summarized in the 
following tabulation, which also includes the recommendations of the Bureau 
of the Budget. 


Recommended appropriations, flood control, Mississippi River and _ tributaries, 
fiscal year 1957 











| “ ‘ Vaneaipol 

: ote ureau 0 alley Flood 
Item of work | the Budget | Control 

Association 


Main stem: 
Mississippi River levees 
Bank stabilization works- 


$1, 960, 000 
18, 750, 000 


$3, 000, 000 
23, 000, 000 





Vicksburg Harbor | 500, 000 
ig oan inne ellen a oie ain ete | 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 
Old River control... | 6, 700, 000 8, 000, 000 
Off main stem: 
St. Francis Basin.. _.| 2,954, 000 4, 000, 000 
Lower White River---_- | 350, 000 400, 000 
Lower Arkansas River, North Bank-- 500, 000 1, 000, 000 
Tensas River Basin - -- - . 1, 500, 000 2, 000, 000 
Boeuf, Tensas, and Lafourche- ---| (1, 400, 000) (1, 900, 000) 
Red River backwater area........._....-.._------ (100, 000) | (100, 000) 
—— er Basin. ..... : 3, 320, 000 6, 345, 000 
vazoo City. : (102, 000) (102, 000) 
Lower auxiliary channels | (1,800,000)! (3, 000, 000) 
Tributaries_ : . | (300, 000) | (400, 000) 
Be Sunflower River.__-- , -| is on) a 000) 
elzoni. aS ) 000 
Main stem, Yazoo- | ; (500, 0003 
Arkabutla Reservoir-__. { (400, 000) 
McKinney Bayou- oe (300, 000) 
Atchafalaya Basin ---- “8, 460, 000 5, 000, 000 
Lake Pontchartrain --- oe 350, 000 | 350, 000 
Reelfoot Lake area_--__------ 325, 000 | 325, 000 
General investigations. 646, 000 | 646, 000 
Advance engineering - ‘ ‘i 90, 000 150, 000 
New Madrid Floodw: Pali «nein seh oie etn cael (40, 000) (100, 000) 
Devils Swamp H: arbor_- (50, 000) (50, 000) 
Maintenance - ae See ae ee Be ~ 14,125,000 | 15, 000, 000 
WO céewotse ee cna caees on * 56, 030,000 | 70, 716, 000 


| 


STATE OF LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, 
Cavin T. Watts, Director. 
Hu B. Myers, Chief Engineer. 
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STATEMENT OF J. E. ROBERTS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Julius E. Roberts. 
I am superintendent of levees for the Atchafalaya Basin Levee District Board 
of Port Allen, La. I have been authorized by the president of the board, Mr. C. 0. 
Watts, who is unable to be here today, to read and submit to this committee 
this brief on flood-control problems that are of much concern to us and that vitally 
affect our district, in support of the $70,716,000 fiscal year 1957 appropriations, 
recommended by the Mississippi Valley Flood Control Association, 

The Atchafalaya Basin Levee District is composed of the following: the West 
Bank Mississippi River levee from Old River to Donaldsonville, La., all of the 
Old and East Atchafalaya River levees, the West Atchafalaya River from Bayou 
Courtableau to Butte La Rose, the upper and lower Morganza Spillway levees, the 
East Atchafalaya Basin protection levee from Lottie, La., to Morgan City, and 
the West Atchafalaya Basin protection levee from Bayou Courtableau to Ber- 
wick, La., approximately 400 miles of levee, a total of 11 parishes, with 8 million 
acres of land, of which about 2 million are in cultivation. 

Mississippi River levees: A great portion of the levee system from Old River 
to Donaldsonville was set back during the period between 1929 and 1933. These 
setbacks were predicated on a 30-year life. In this area, considerable recession of 
the river banks has occurred since 1933, and at the present time the levee is 
dangerously close to the river bank at many places. Some new revetment work 
has been done between Old River and the Baton Rouge Bridge, but no new revet- 
ment work has been done on the Mississippi River below the Baton Rouge Bridge 
since 1939, and very little new levee construction since 1945. The present rate 
of industrial development along the main stem of the Mississippi River through 
this area, and the present and potential value of the land adjacent to the river, 
make it necessary that consideration be given to constructing the levees to a 
3-foot freeboard over a project flood, and the construction of new levees where it 
is considered the levee is too close to the river to be protected by revetment. 
Therefore, it is requested that the $8 million for the Mississippi River levees be 
approved in order that this threat to the levee system may be lessened. 

Bank stabilization: The present and potential value of land adjacent to the 
Mississippi River in this area makes bank stabilization of the Mississippi River 
and the upper reach of the Atchafalaya River of vital interest to us, and is con- 
sidered a fundamental part of the flood-control plan. Bank stabilization below 
the Baton Rouge Bridge is just as necessary as above the bridge to preserve the 
river in its present alinement and to protect the levee system and to maintain 
navigable depths in the river. The most valuable land in the district is along 
the riverbanks and when caving occurs and setback levees are necessary, valu- 
able land is lost and never regained, in addition to the great expense of relocating 
highways, railroads, industrial sites, and homes. This applies particularly 
south of Baton Rouge, La. Due to the abundance of water, water rail, and high- 
way transportation, many heavy industries are located, and many more proposed, 
along the banks of the river south of Baton Rouge. Therefore, it is requested 
that the $23 million for bank stabilization for fiscal year 1957 be approved. 

Old River control: In view of the fact that the time limit predicted for the 
capture of the Mississippi River by the Atchafalaya is gradually reducing, and 
diversion of the Mississippi River at Old River through the Atchafalaya has in- 
creased, creating an emergency condition, it is requested that adequate appro- 
priations be made to prosecute the work on the Old River control structure ener- 
getically to prevent total diversion to occur before the structure is completed. 
The present slow process of raising the guideline levees to the required grade 
and section to contain the 1,500,000 cubie feet per second and the dredging of a 
central channel to carry the water to the gulf, makes it necessary that the 
$8 million asked for this project for fiscal year 1957 be approved. 

Atchafalaya Basin and east and west Atchafalaya Basin protection levees: In 
the project flood, it is predicted that 3 million cubic feet per second will arrive at 
the junction of the Old and Mississippi Rivers, half of this water is to go down 
the Atchafalaya Basin Floodway and half down the Mississippi River to the gulf. 
The diversion of the Mississippi River at Old River, through the Atchafalaya, 
has created an emergency flood-control problem that threatens the destruction 
of all existing flood-control works in the basin. The diversion is already well 
advanced to the critical stage. Widening of the channel in the upper reaches of 
the Old and Atchafalaya Rivers, and silting of the lower Atchafalaya, reduces 
the cross-sectional flowage area and causes the stages to rise higher during each 
succeeding high water, making it necessary to continue to increase the grade and 
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section of the east and west Atchafalaya Basin protection levees at all points 
where base conditions will permit to have not less than a 3-foot freeboard over 
the 1951 revised flow line, and that the dredging of the central channel be con- 
tinued on a scale that will be necessary to prepare the basin to safely carry the 
1.5 million cubic feet per second to the gulf for which it was designed. As the 
situation now stands in the basin, it is doubtful if the levees could contain and 
safely carry to the gulf more than 1 million cubic feet per second. After the Old 
River control structure is completed, we will still be faced with the problem of 
safely carrying 1.5 million cubic feet per second to the gulf in a project flood. 
Therefore, it is requested that the $5 million asked for fiscal year 1957 be ap- 
proved, in order that the dredging and raising of the protection levees can con- 
tinue without interruption, to meet the threat that we now face in the Atchafalaya 
Basin. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I wish to take this opportunity 
to thank you for the privilege granted me to appear before this honorable 
committee. 

Thank you. 
JuLius E. Roserts, 
Superintendent of Levees, Atchafalaya Basin Lee District Board, Port 
Allen, La. 

Mr. Myers. The State of Louisiana wishes to endorse the program 
presented by Mr. Tindall. We consider this to be one program which 
should be completed in its entirety to best serve the interests of the 
valley and the Nation. 

I will only touch on three of the items in my brief. 

The first item is the Atchafalaya River flood work or floodway. 
This floodway, in the event of a flood, must take half of the entire 
flow of the Mississippi Basin. The floodway is not completed and 
cannot take such a flow at this time. 

The reasons are the silting of the basin and the subsidence of the 
levees due to unsatisfactory foundation conditions. 

We are asking that the budget amount of $3,460,000 be increased to 
$5 million in order to expedite this project. 

The second item is the Old River control structure. The Atcha- 
falaya River study, which was conducted by the Mississippi River 
Commission, contained the conclusion that the situation at Old River 
might get out of hand as early as 1965. ‘This conclusion was arrived 
at independently by the geologists and also by the engineers. 

We believe, therefore, that with the limited time remaining that 
the appropriation for this project should be stepped up from $6,700,- 
000 allowed in the budget to $8 million. 

I also have some local contribution figures for Louisiana, which I 
think should be of interest to the committee inasmuch as Louisiana 
contains about half the potential overflow area in the Mississippi 
Valley, and the contributions that Louisiana has made should be about 
equaled by the other States in the valley. 

Now, these figures that I will give you were taken in the auditor’s 
office in Louisiana in Baton Rouge and a sum of $307 million has been 
spent for levees, bank stabilization, drainage and attendant projects, 
as of January 1, 1956. 

And if you take the Engineering News Record Cost Index and 
equate at the present prices, that will be $940 million. 

Now, that is probably exaggerated somewhat, but it is a sizable 
contribution. To give it to you in another way, the Federal Govern- 
ment since 1928 for levees, bank stabilization and drainage, have 
spent $335 million in Louisiana and the State and levee boards have 
spent about 190 and we believe that we are at least trying to do our 
part for this project. 
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Mr. Trnpauu. That concludes our witnesses. 

There are others here that have written briefs or statements which 
they would like to file. I would lke to call on them to give their 
names and file their statements at this time. 


STATEMENT OF EARL R. SCILULTZ 


Mr. Scuuttz. I am Earl R. Schultz, chief engineer, the Little 
River Drainage District, Cape Girardeau, Mo. I would like to file 
this brief statement. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I am Earl R. Schultz, chief 
engineer, the Little River Drainage District, Cape Girardeau, Mo. 

I represent the drainage and levee districts in the southeastern portion of the 
State of Missouri on behalf of the Mississippi Valley Flood Control Association. 

The welfare and prosperity of southeast Missouri depends upon flood protec- 
tion and drainage. 

Southeast Missouri has 142 miles of Mississippi River frontline levees of which 
118 miles are up to project grade and section which leaves 24 miles of the levees 
below grade. One 18-mile reach of the levees in Missouri protects an area in 
southeast Missouri and northeast Arkansas, larger than the State of Connecti- 
cut, from overflow from the floodwaters of the Missouri. 

Southeast Missouri has 382.1 miles of bank revetment along the Mississippi 
River and more should be done as soon as possible to prevent further bank 
erosion which would necessitate the setting back of levees and thereby need more 
right-of-way which should be available for agriculture and industry. 

Along the St. Francis River in southeast Missouri, there are 132 miles of levees 
of which 73 miles are up to grade and section. 

The construction of the Wappapello project in Missouri has helped both 
Arkansas and Missouri but the area south of the Wappapello Dam will not be 
safe until much more work is done on the levees downstream. 


THE LOWER ST. FRANCIS BASIN PROJECT IN MISSOURI AND ARKANSAS 


The drainage and levee districts in southeast Missouri have constructed ap- 
proximately 3,600 miles of ditches and approximately 1,000 miles of levees, which 
cost approximately $90 million for construction, right-of-way, maintenance and 
enlarging, strengthening, and relocating levees. The Little River Drainage Dis- 
trict of Missouri has approximately 1,200 miles of ditches and levees which it 
constructed and must maintain. 

The outlet for most of the drainage in southeast Missouri is through Big Lake, 
Ark., and thence to the St. Francis River and finally to the Mississippi River 
near Helena, Ark. This outlet is inadequate for drainage and flood control under 
existing conditions. 

The plan for correcting this condition is explained in House Document No. 132, 
Sist Congress, Ist session. Under this plan the area sponsored by southeast 
Missouri is in the extreme southeastern part of the State. 

Under present conditions lands in Missouri as far north as Missouri State 
Highway No, 84, over 16 miles north of the Missouri-Arkansas State line, are 
seriously overflowed due to lack of sufficient outlet through Arkansas. The 
overflow conditions extend many miles farther north as it is impossible to give 
adequate drainage to the lands due to the lack of sufficient outlet. Neither 
Missouri or Arkansas can improve the outlet because of the magnitude of work 
necessary to help both States. 

Conditions are getting much worse each year due to the fact that improve- 
ments in farm drainage must be done to attempt to get the water off of the agri- 
cultural land as quickly as possible. In 1951 and 1952 over 35 draglines were 
employed each year to construct farm ditches. Much more has been done in 
1953, 1954, and 1955. Due to insufficient outlet for the main outlet ditches, it is 
impossible to enlarge the ditches sufficiently to take care of this water, and con- 
sequently the hazard of overflow has been increased. 

age 14 of House Document No. 132 shows the average annual crop loss to be 
$2,260,000 in Missouri or about $13.30 per acre. This should be increased about 
25 percent to meet the present-day prices. The area in southeast Missouri de- 
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pendent upon a better outlet for drainage had a flood damage in 1945 of about 
$26 million, and no better outlet has been provided since. Such losses are re- 
flected in Federal and State income-tax payments. 

The soil in this section of Missouri is as rich and productive as any in the 
world and, if given sufficient protection from overflow and adequate drainage, 
will produce far above the average in food and clothing for the country. 

The money spent on this project will be repaid many times in increased income- 
tax payments. This is true for the entire alluvial valley of the lower Mississippi 
River Basin. 

The revised estimate for the work outlined in House Document No, 132, 81st 
Congress, 1st session, is $55,674,000, and authorization to expend $20 million on 
this project has been made. However, the Corps of Engineers state they have 
no authority to spend any of this money off the main stem. We ask that this be 
changed and money be made available for work in Missouri as soon as possible. 

The work on this project has progressed to such an extent now that it is de- 
sirable to authorize the full amount necessary to complete this project, about 
$35,674,000. 

We also urge the Congress to provide the funds requested by the Mississippi 
Valley Flood Control Association in the amount of $70,716,000 and that the St. 
Francis Basin project be increased to $4 million. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Ear R. SCHULTZ. 


STATEMENT OF R. B. GOALDER 


Mr. Goatner. Tam R. B. Goalder, of Hickman, Ky., and [ am rep- 
resenting the Board of Levee Commissioners of Fulton County, and 
‘I would like to file this statement. 
! (Thestatement referred to follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is R. B. Goalder, resi- 
dence Hickman, Ky. Tama member of the board of levee commissioners of Ful- 
ton County, Ky., which levee board is a member of the Mississippi Valley Flood 
Control Association. This statement is submitted to reiterate the urgency of ade- 
quate appropriations to bring about the early completion of the adopted project 
for flood protection in the lower Mississippi Valley. 

Flood-control work along the tributaries of the Mississippi would be drastically 
curtailed under the proposed allocation of the budget estimate. This necessarily 
results in the slowing down of an early completion of the adopted flood-control 
project and will also entail hardships upon many areas where work should be 
done without delay. Although some 25 years have elapsed since the flood-control 
project was adopted in 1928 it has not been completed nor can it be completed at 
an early date unless Congress appropriates sufficient funds to carry on this work 
in a speedy and orderly manner. 

Levees constitute the first line of defense and should be completed to grade and 
section at the earliest possible date. Bank stabilization must progress on a sound 
engineering basis and without delay. These two purposes can only be accom- 
plished when the Congress appropriates a sufficient amount of money annually. 
Inadequate appropriations mean piecemeal construction. Piecemeal construction 
results in a great economic loss and to a large extent increases the cost of con- 
struction. 

We are well aware of the large expenditures that are necessary to carry on the 
various activities of the Federal Government, including the defense program and 
aid to friendly nations. We are also aware of the need for economy in all the 
expenditures; but we submit that economy is not entirely an act of withholding 
funds. The people within the boundary of the United States must be protected 
from domestic hazards as well as threat of foreign foes to enable them to produce 
and to pay a heavy tax burden. Therefore, as to the lower Mississippi Valley, in 
order to effect the safety from floods so necessary to the well-being of those who 
reside there and to the Nation as a whole the main levees should be completed ; 
the revetment program should be accelerated and a good navigation channel should 
be maintained. The people of the valley are asking that adequate appropriations 
for early completion of the flood control project on which much progress has 
already been made, be made available as rapidly as possible and before some 
major flood might cause disaster. 
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We are asking this committee that it approve an appropriation of $70,716,000 
for flood control on the lower Mississippi and tributaries and are sure that the 
committee has received and will receive ample evidence and testimony from other 
portions of the Mississippi Valley of the urgent need of an adequate appropria- 
tion for continuance of flood protection. The fair and careful consideration which 
your committee has always given to requests and pleas of those interested in the 
welfare of the Mississippi Valley is greatly appreciated and we are confident that 
on this occarion the same considerate action will be afforded on the matter before 
the committee. 

Respectfully submitted. 

R. B. Goaper. 


STATEMENT OF J. D. LUNDY 


Mr. Lunpy. Lam J. D. Lundy of Belzoni, Miss., and I would like to 
file this brief statement. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


In the budget request for the 1957 fiscal year there is a figure of $243,000 
to be used to construct a concrete flood wall along the west bank of the Yazoo 
River where it fronts on the city of Belzoni, Miss. 

About 5,000 people reside in Belzoni and the value of the property within its 
city limits is $20 million. Belzoni is the county seat of Humphreys County, 
a county which has annual floods from the Yazoo River that sometimes cover 
as much as 100,000 acres of land. During the past 30 years high water from 
the Yazoo River has come into the city limits of Belzoni 5 times. In 1927, 1932, 
1946, 1948, and 1950 it was necessary to do extensive sandbagging in an effort 
to keep the water from coming over the levee which now exists for the protection 
of Belzoni; but despite these efforts in the years 1927 and 1932 water came 
into the city in an uncontrollable manner tne damage that each time far 
exceeded the cost of the now proposed flood wall. 

Of course, the per unit construction of a concrete flood wall will be greater 
than that of an earthen levee if we do not consider the value of the greater 
amount of land which would have to be acquired for the construction of the 
levee. It might be well to point out that from its origin much of the city of 
Belzoni has been built along the Yazoo River and there are at present many 
property owners whose lands and buildings are so close to the present inadequate 
levee that their usefulness would be impaired or altogether destroyed if a strip 
of land greater than that required for a flood wall were used. Besides resi- 
dential property fronting on the Yazoo River, there are churches, cotton gins, 
a hotel, and the property where the Humphreys County Courthouse and Hum- 
phreys County jail are situated. When we consider the cost of a flood-protection 
structure to include the value of the property necessary for the much wider 
strip of land required for a levee, a concrete flood wall could be built more 
cheaply. 

It is necessary that the appropriation of the full $243,000, as it is now set 
up in the recommendations of the Bureau of the Budget, be made if the Belzoni 
protection works is to be constructed. 

We, the undersigned, request that you consider favorably the appropriation 
of $243,000 for the construction of the Belzoni protection works. 


G. I. Shannon, Mayor of the City of Belzoni; J. W. Brown, Member 
of Board of Aldermen, City of Belzoni; H. H. Gantz, Member of 
Board of Aldermen, City of Belzoni; John C. Halbrook, Member 
of Board of Aldermen, City of Belzoni; J. C. Peden, Member of 
Board of Aldermen, City of Belzoni; Paul Townsend, Jr., Member 
of Board of Aldermen, City of Belzoni; Irby Turner, President 
of Belzoni Drainage District; J. D. Lundy, Member of Board of 
Mississippi Levee Commissioners. 


Mr. Trnvaty. I want to thank you, Mr. Kirwan, and members of 
the committee for hearing us. 

Mr. Kirwan. The committee wants to thank you people for making 
a fine presentation of your case, and also keeping to your sc hedule. 
You did a fine job and the committee is thankful. 
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STATE or Orecon Progecrs 
WITNESS 


HON. SAM COON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF OREGON 


Mr. Magnuson. The committee will now hear from Congressman 
Sam Coon, who comes from my neighboring State of Oregon. 

Mr. Coon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing today before your com- 
mittee. 

My name is Sam Coon and I represent the second district of Oregon 
in Congress. I am here today to testify in favor of appropriations 
for power projects, reclamation projects, and other public works 
which are beneficial to my district and to the entire Northwest. 

The power needs of Oregon and other States in our area are increas- 
ing every year due to population growth, the expansion of industry, 
and the growing consumer demand for electric power. 

The peak load in the Northwest is 11 times what it was 35 years ago. 
It is expected to at least double again in the next 10 years. We are 
in a race to build power facilities to keep up with the demand. 
Sometims we have lagged behind. The result has been power short- 
ages and brownouts. 

Our power comes from several different sources, and we need them 
all. It comes from Federal projects, from the plants of private power 
companies, from those owned by local governments, and from partner- 
ship projects. 

I wish to testify in favor of the Army engineers budget requests 
for the Dalles Dam and for McNary Dam. Both of these are Fed- 
eral power projects. 

The $52 million which is in the budget for the Dalles Dam will 
mean the continuation of the work on this huge dam on schedule. 
It has been under construction for several years and this appropri- 
ation will pay for the bulk of the work remaining to be done and 
will mean steady and regular employment for many construction 
workers. 

The $6 million requested for the McNary Dam will mean the in- 
stallation of the big generators on this almost completed project. 

I also support the budget request for the Bonneville Power Ad- 
ministration. More than $1.5 million of their request will be spent 
in the second district of Oregon. Most of this work will consist of 
tying in the Dalles Dam with the main system, to get the power into 
the grid, and the construction of new transmission lines. 

Our power problem in the Northwest is not just one of taking care 
of our present needs. We have to provide for the future to take care 
of the tremendous growth that is taking place in our area. Most 
experts agree that by 1960 another 600,000 kilowatts of new power 
capacity must be developed every single year to keep pace with antici- 
pated growth. 

I want to speak in favor of the John Day Dam and power project 
and the engineers’ request for $500,000 for advance engineering and 
design. We need this money badly. 

The John Day project will help us meet our future power needs. 
It will produce 1,105,000 kilowatts of power, almost enough to take 
care of 2 years of growth in our area. This project was authorized 
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nearly 6 years ago. It takes another 5 years or more to construct a 
major hydroelectric power project such as this one. 

Therefore, it is important that the engineers continue their advance 
planning, so that there will not be another delay before construction 
can start, if Congress takes favorable action on my John Day Dam 
bill. 

Gentlemen, I think the time has come that this dam should be built. 
IT am very gl: ad to be able to say that President Eisenhower feels the 

same way. In his state of the Union message in January he recom- 
mended quick action on the John Day project. 

[ certainly hope that Congress will take favorable action this year 
on my John Day Dam bill, H. R. 5789, under which the Federal Gov- 
ernment gets a $310 million power and navigation project at a cost of 
only about $37 million. 

My bill will save the t taxpayers $273 million, which would be put up 
by local interests, public and private, for the entire share allocable to 
power. 

There are several requests in the budget, which I approve, to provide 
funds for reclamation projects in the Second District of Oregon. These 
include $1,035,000 for the Deschutes project north unit in Jefferson 
County. This is for work on the H: vystack Dam and Reservoir, 6 miles 
out from Madras. 

Other proposed expenditures which I favor are $250,000 requested 
for the Owyhee project in Malheur County. This will mean the pur- 
chase of a large irrigation pump to replace one that is almost worn 
out, and the c onstruction of a needed wastew ay, also the operation and 
maintenance budget request for $450,740 for the Klamath project and 
the funds for a potential water resource development study for the 
upper Owyhee project. 

I support the engineers’ request. for $55,000 for flood-control work 
in the Malheur Improvement District. 

Another project in our area for which there is a need is the comple- 
tion of the 27-foot channel in the Columbia River from Bonneville to 
The Dalles. The authorization for this work was contained in the 
1946 Rivers and Harbors Act. 

I had a conference at The Dalles last year with representatives of 
the Corps of Engineers and The Dalles port officials, and representa- 
tives of n: wvigation companies and chamber of commerce officials, at 
which we all agreed this was a necessary and needed improvement. 
I hoped that the Army engineers would see fit to include this project 
in their budget just as soon as they possibly could. 

The industrial development of The Dalles, with cheap power soon 
available right next door from the new dam, would be speeded by 
the completion of this channel which would bring ocean shipping to 
them. 

I understand that there is a fine prospect that a huge aluminum 
plant will locate there, which would import bauxite in oceangoing 
vessels. The cost of the new work required to bring the 27-foot 
channel up to The Dalles would be $1,990,000. At present, there is no 
item in the 1957 budget for this work. It is my request that all or 
part of this sum be included. 

Mr. Magnuson. Does that conclude your testimony # 

Mr. Coon. Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Macnuson. Thank you, Congressman Coon. 
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SACRAMENTO DrEPWATER CHANNEL 
WITNESSES 


HON. JOHN E. MOSS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

M. D. TARSHES, SACRAMENTO COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

BERT E. GEISREITER, FORMER MAYOR OF SACRAMENTO, SACRA- 
MENTO CITY COUNCILMAN 

FRANK A. LAWRENCE, CHAIRMAN, SACRAMENTO-YOLO PORT DIS- 
TRICT COMMISSION 

JAMES T. HARVEY, ORGANIZED LABOR, SACRAMENTO AREA 

LEWIS H. DAY, GENERAL MANAGER, GREATER SACRAMENTO 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

ORLIN HARTER, HARTER PACKING CO., YUBA CITY 

GEORGE LODI, FARMERS RICE GROWERS COOPERATIVE 

TIMOTHY V. A. DILLON, SPECIAL COUNSEL, SACRAMENTO-YOLO 
PORT DISTRICT 

MELVIN SHORE, PORT ENGINEER, SACRAMENTO-YOLO PORT 
DISTRICT 

W. G. STONE, PORT DIRECTOR, SACRAMENTO-YOLO PORT DISTRICT 


Mr. Maenuson. We will now hear from Congressinan Moss, and 
party. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce to the members 
of the committee and ask for permission to file statements on behalf 
of quite a number of distinguished gentlemen from my congressional 
district. In the interest of saving the committee’s time, we are not 
going to make verbal presentations excepting in two instances, myself 
and Mr. W. G. Stone, the Port Director of the Sacramento-Yolo 
Port District. 

I would like to intorduce Mr. M. D. Tarshes, Sacramento County 
executive, and ask that a personal statement and resolution from the 
counties of Sacramento and Yolo be filed in the record at this time. 

Mr. Magnuson. They will be admitted. 

(Statement and resolution referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF M. D. TarsHES, COUNTY EXECUTIVE OF SACRAMENTO COUNTY, CALIF. 


Sacramento County has continuously sponsored and supported the Sacramento 
deepwater channel project from the beginning, having appropriated $25,000 
for initial surveys leading up to authorization by the Federal Government. 

Delay in construction, due to the Korean war, is a handicap in reaching deep- 
sea vessels for service to and from both domestic and worldwide markets. 

Our board of supervisors deeply appreciate your cooperation in resuming con- 
struction by the appropriation of $500,000 last year. We are also pleased to 
find $2 million in the President’s budget for 1957. 

The urgent need for funds for fiscal year 1957 is to complete the dredging 
contract being started with the $500,000, and start of the lock and bridge con- 
tract and the toe drain ditch. 

Sacramento is an important rail and highway center which can serve a deep- 
water port. Numerous national defense installations in Sacramento County will 
benefit from the port. The local and national economy will both benefit from 
lower water freight rates when the project is completed. 

We urge appropriation of the full amount which the Corps of Engineers will 
indicate to you they can use. 

I wish to submit, for the record, a resolution passed by our board of super- 
visors, as well as one from neighboring Yolo County. 
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RESOLUTION No. 15,615 


Whereas Congress appropriated $500,000 in 1955 to resume construction of the 
Sacramento deepwater channel project after a 4-year delay caused by the 
Korean war; and 

Whereas the Sacramento district engineer has called for bids to resume con- 
struction under this appropriation ; and 

Whereas President Eisenhower has included $2 million in the civil works 
budget for the fiscal year 1956-57 to continue construction of this project; and 

Whereas Sacramento-Yolo Port District, the State of California, the Federal 
Government, and private interests have expended in excess of $04, million for 
construction since 1949; and 

Whereas the completion of the Sacramento to deepwater channel project will 
hring to the Nation and northern California important economic benefits through 
lower water transportation rates to and from worldwide markets: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors urge the con- 
sressional Appropriations Committees and the Congress of the United States to 
approve the full amount which the Corps of Engineers can economically expend 
in construction of this project during fiscal vear 1956-57; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to Senator William F. Know- 
land, Senator Thomas H. Kuchel, Congressman John BE. Moss, Congressman Clair 
Engle, and to chairmen of the respective congressional committees concerned. 

Passed and adopted by the board of supervisors of the county of Sacramento, 
State of California, this 19th day of March 1956, by the following vote, to wit: 

Ayes: Supervisors—Bonetti, Elmer, Hoffinan, Kelley, Garlick. 
Noes : Supervisors—None. 
Absent: Supervisors—None. 


JAMES R. GARLIK, 
Chairman of the Board of Supervisors, Sacramento County, Calif. 


Attest: 
[SEAL] Cc. C. LARvE, 
County Clerk. 
By Wiiiiam H. Dick, 
Deputy Clerk. 


RESOLUTION No, 32 


Whereas the Sacramento-Yolo Port District, State and Federal Governments, 
and several local interests, have expended more than $9 million toward construc- 
tion of Sacramento deepwater channel project since 1947; and 

Whereas these funds have been expended with the common awareness that 
the project is in the public convenience and necessity and will produce sub- 
stantial benefits for the common good; and 

Whereas Congress has appropriated $500,000 to resume construction of the 
project after a delay caused by the Korean war; and 

Whereas President Eisenhower has recommended to Congress that $2 million 
be appropriated during fiscal year 1956-57 for the furtherance of this project; 
and 

Whereas the Sacramento district engineer has called for bids to resume con- 
struction of the Sacramento deepwater channel: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the board of supervisors of Yolo County urge the congressional 
Appropriations Committees and the Congress of the United States to approve 
the full amount which the Corps of Engineers can economically expend for 
construction of the project during 1956-57 ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to Senator William F. Know- 
land, Senator Thomas H. Kuchel, Congressman Clair Engle, Congressman John 
Ek. Moss, and to chairmen of the congressional Appropriations Committees. 

Passed and adopted by the board of supervisors of the county of Yolo, State 
of California, this 15th day of March 1956. 

L. D. Drew, 
Chairman of the Board of Supervisors, 
County of Yolo, State of California. 
Attest: 


[SEAL ] C. L. Hippieson, Clerk, 
By R. J. CHristison, Deputy. 
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Mr. Moss. Mr. Bert Geisreiter, former mayor of the city of Sacra- 
mento, presently member of the Sacramento C ity Council, who wishes 
to file a personal statement and resolution by the city councils of 
Sacramento and North Sacramento; Mr. Frank Lawrence, chair- 
man of the Sacramento-Yolo Port Commission, the filing of a per- 
sonal statement; Mr. James T. Harvey , representing organized labor 
in the Sacramento area, who wishes to file a personal statement and 
three resolutions, one from the Western States Conference of Operat- 
ing Engineers, a second from the California State Federation of 
Labor, and a third from the Northern California Council of Labor; 
Mr. Lewis H. Day, general manager of the Greater Sacramento Area 
Chamber of Commerce, who wishes to file a personal statement, a 

resolution from the Sacramento Chamber of Commerce, the West 
Sacramento Chamber of Commerce, and the Greater North Area 
Chamber of Commerce. 

The next gentleman is not present because of a change of schedule. 
However, I would like to have a statement filed on his behalf, Mr. 
Orlin Harter, of the Harter Packing Co., at Yuba City, Calif., repre- 
senting the canning industry in the “northern part of California; Mr. 
George Lodi, the Farmers Rice Growers Cooperative, a personal state- 
ment rand a statement representing the very large and important rice 
industry in northern California; Mr. Timothy Dillon, special counsel, 
for the port district, a personal statement ; "Mr. Melvin Shore, port 
engineer, a personal statement. 

I would also like to file at this time with the committee a copy of a 
telegram from Governor Knight, indicating his strong support of 
the budget item for the port : a statement from Senator Thomas 
Kuchel, of California; a statement from C ongressman Engle and from 
Congressman Sisk, and to ask also that at this point Congressman 
Hubert Scudder be permitted to file a statement on his behalf. 

Mr. Magnuson. Without objection, all of these statements will be 
entered into the record and Congressman Scudder will be granted per- 
mission to file a statement for the record. 

(Statements referred to follow :) 

City MANAGER, 
North Sacramento, Calif., March 23, 1956. 
Hon. JoHN E. Moss, 


Third Congressional District, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


[THE HoNORABLE CONGRESSMAN JOHN FE. Moss: The mayor and members of 
the City Council of the City of North Sacramento have instructed me to write 
this letter in lieu of a resolution. Due to the fact that there will be no regular 
council meeting to permit the adoption of a resolution until April 2, 1956, and 
all five members of the council definitely desire the city of North Sacramento 
to be on record as being vitally interested in the progress of the Sacramento- 
Yolo port district, the council has unanimously elected to set forth their views 
by means of this letter. 

Since the inception of the Sacramento-Yolo port district the members of the 
City Council of the City of North Sacramento have at all times endorsed and 
supported its plans and endeavors. The councilmen feel that development of 
the district is of the utmost importance to the entire Sacramento area and have 
constantly worked toward the development of the deepwater channel. 

Since 1947 approximately $9 million have been expended on the project by 
the State of California, the Federal Government, the district itself, and by 
various local interests, and another $500,000 which was appropriated by the 
(United States Congress in its last budget will be disbursed in the next few 
months. Thus far, then, much has been accomplished toward the completion 
of the channel, and the council and residents of the city of North Sacramento 
are deeply concerned that the progress not be impeded. 
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We have learned that President Eisenhower has recommended the allocation 
to the Sacramento-Yolo port district in the forthcoming budget the sum of $2 
million, and that hearings will be held before the Appropriations Committee 
very soon to determine whether or not the allocation shall be made. 

On behalf of the people of this entire area and acting on the instructions of 
the City Council of the City of North Sacramento I strongly urge the members 
of the Appropriations Committee and of the Congress of the United States to 
act favorably on the appropriation for the port district, and to approve the 
full amount which the Corps of Engineers can economically expend for the 
completion of the project during 1956-57. 

Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 
EARNEST D. LINDSAY. 


SACRAMENTO-YoLo Port District RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Sacramento River deepwater channel project was authorized in 
1946 and construction was started in 1949; but after completing 4 miles of the 
channel, work was stopped during the Korean conflict ; and 

Whereas the Sacramento-Yolo port district, State of California, Federal Govern- 
ment, and local interests, anticipating an early completion, have expended over 
$91%4 million toward construction since 1949; and 

Whereas Congress appropriated $500,000 in 1955 to resume construction; and 

Whereas the Sacramento district of the United States Corps of Engineers has 
called for bids to resume dredging in April 1956; and 

Whereas President Eisenhower has included $2 million in his budget for the 
furtherance of this project: Be it therefore 

Resolved, That the Greater Sacramento Chamber of Commerce urges the Con- 
gress of the United States to approve the full amount which the United States 
Corps of Engineers can economically expend for construction during the fiscal 
year 1956-57; and be it further 

Resolwed, That copies of this resolution be sent to Senator William F. Knowland, 
Senator Thomas H. Kuchel, Congressman John E. Moss, Jr., Congressman Clair 
Engle, and to chairmen of the proper congressional Appropriation Committees. 

The foregoing resolution was duly passed by the board of directors of the 
Greater Sacramento Chamber of Commerce at a regular meeting on the 19th day 
of March 1956. 


(Signed) Cart K. LAwrence, President. 
Attest: 


Lewis H. Day, General Manager. 


STATEMENT OF ORLIN C. Harter, HARTER Packine Co., Yuna Crry, Catir. 


I wish to express the continuing and increasing need of the Sacramento River 
ship channel project to serve industry and agriculture for outbound and inbound 
freight. 

The port of Sacramento will give improved access to domestic and foreign 
markets for canned foods, dried fruits, and nuts. Peaches, prunes, almonds, 
walnuts, and tomatoes are among the important crops in the Sacramento Valley 
needing this facility. 

I wish to thank the Committee on Appropriations for the consideration given 
this project last year and request your continued good support by approving 
the $2 million in the President’s budget for the project this year. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE FE. Lopi, Direcror, FARMERS’ Ric—E GROWERS COOPERATIVE, 
IN SUPPORT OF THE SACRAMENTO RIVER DEEPWATER CHANNEL PROJECT 


My name is George E. Lodi. I am appearing here as a director of Farmers’ 
Rice Growers Cooperative, San Francisco, Calif., having recently been retired 
from the presidency. I support the request for funds for the rsumption of con- 
struction on the Sacramento River deepwater channel project. 

I am a native Californian, having spent all of my life there and most of it 
in the Sacramento Valley. I have been a member of the State reclamation board 
since 1948, am chairman of the California flood-control conference, and am a 





director of the Agriculture Counci lof California, an organization of cooperatives 
which markets hundreds of millions of dollars’ worth of agricultural products, 
poultry, and livestock. I have been farming for over 30 years. 

At the outset L wish to state I am confining my statement to rice as one 
commodity, leaving to those more familiar with other products the need for and 
use of these port facilities involving many thousands of tons. 

The marketing of agricultural products is a challenge to our ingenuity and 
rice is no exception. It is highly competitive and a product consumed mostly 
by the lower income group. Approximately 85 percent of our markets are off- 
shore: Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and export. Since we operate in an area that 
pays the highest of wage scales, it is vital that economical methods of handling 
our commodity be developed and used. Transportation is a very important 
factor in the movement of rice and thus very essential to the future success of 
our industry. 

As farmers we have taken advantage of every opportunity to reduce our 
operating costs. We have mechanized extensively, eliminating much expensive 
and slow hand labor. The Sacramento River Deepwater Channel would be 
most effective in the reduction of fertilizer transportation costs from the At- 
lantic to the Pacific. 

The natural resources in the area comprising some 20 counties or more north 
of Sacramento involve products of the lumber industry, mining industry, iron 
ore deposits, and numerous other minerals, all of which would need economical 
transportation to enable these products to reach processing plants and mills 
and to be converted into manufactured and processed items in the consuming 
markets. Of necessity these commodities must make use of the closest shipping 
point to avoid excessive transportation handling costs and to permit them to 
be competitive in domestic and world trade. It is obvious that port facilities 
on the deepwater channel at Sacramento would, in most cases, provide the 
shortest route and the cheapest transportation. 

In my appearance before this committee last year, I pleaded for your sup- 
port for the reactivation of this project that had its appropriations deferred 
during the period of emergency. Your committee supplied funds for the con- 
tinuance of this project and I have been advised that a contract has been let 
for the start of the dredging of the channel. I sincerely urge your consideration 
for a continuation of the appropriations for the fiscal year 1956-57 in order 
that the prograam under construction may be continued without interruption. 
The vast area lying north of Sacramento would benefit from this project and 
is completely dependent upon the suecessful and ultimate completion of this 
project. 

I reiterate my statement of last year to the effect that State and local inter- 
ests have fulfilled their obligations and are relying on the Federal Government 
to do likewise. : 

Again as stated last year, our organization, a taxpaying institution in this 
unit, subjected to taxes to carry on the existing bond issue that was levied to 
finish the obligations of the port district, of necessity must look to port facilities 
io amortize these bonds. If not, it will be necessary for taxpayers in the port 
district to pay for something that was promised to them and not fulfilled. The 
amortization of this bond issue of necessity must come from fees collected for 
the use of port facilities. 

I also indicated in my statement of last year that we were in the process of 
letting a contract to build additional facilities at our location that would cost 
in excess of $1,200,000. I am happy to say that the construction has been fin- 
ished. ‘The milling facilities are completed and are in use at the present time 
and are now eagerly awaiting the construction of this deepwater channel and its 
accompanying port facilities in order to fully realize the import of this strategic 
location. 

Other hundreds of thousands of dollars have been invested locally for drying 
and storing facilities to care for rice from the field. Rice is one of the major 
field crops in the State of California, contributing materially to its economic 
welfare, creating much employment, and moving into commercial channels. 
Approximately 85 percent of California rice is produced in the area to be 
served by these port facilities, and approximately 80 percent of the processing 
facilities of rice are within this area and would make use of them. 

My organization has authorized me to represent it at these committee hear- 
ings. They sincerely urge that you give your support to the continuance of 
funds for construction of this project that will permit the area in and around 
Sacramento and to the north to enjoy its fullest commercial development. 
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STATEMENT OF TimMorHy V. A. DILLON, SPECIAL COUNSEL, 
SACRAMENTO-YOLO Port District 


SACRAMENTO RIVER DEEP WATER SHIP CHANNEL 


The President's budget for the fiscal year 1957 includes a recommendation of 
$2 million for the Sacramento River Deep Water Channel project. 

Last year this committee recommended an appropriation of $500,000 to resume 
work on this project, which amount was approved by both Houses of Congress. 
Work pursuant to that appropriation is expected to get under way within the 
next few weeks. 

THE PROJECT AND ITS HISTORY 


The port project will provide for deep sea water access from San Francisco 
te California’s State capital at Sacramento via the navigable portion of the 
Sacramento River for 18 miles from Suisun Bay near San Francisco and a new 
channel for some 25 miles along connecting waterways and sloughs to the 
harbor and terminal area at Lake Washington. A 1%-mile shallow barge canal 
will connect the harbor and terminal area with the Sacramento River at Sacra- 
mento. The project is set forth on the annexed Corps of Engineers’ drawing. 

The Sacramento River Deep Water Channel project was authorized by Con- 
cress in 1946. Construction work was initiated in 1949 and continued until 1951 
when, along with many other civil works projects, it was shut down as a 
result of a Presidential directive because of the Korean war. At the time of 
the shutdown, some 4 miles of the deep water channel had been dug to project 
depth in the Cache Slough area. 





APPLICATION 





OF PRESENT FUNDS 
The $500,000 appropriation for the current fiscal year will be used for the 
continuance of channel work in the Liberty Island area. Appropriation of 
$2 million for the next fiscal year is necessary in order to complete the Liberty 
Island work and proceed with work on the lock and bridge at the barge canal. 


COMPLETED PROJECT 


When completed the Sacramento River Deepwater Channel project will serve 
an area of over 1 million square miles covering 24 northern California counties, 
4 southern Oregon counties, and 13 western Nevada counties. Through lower 
transportation costs, the project will unlock the tremendous inland farming, 
industrial, and natural resources of northern California. 

In addition, there are flood-control benefits and there is a national-defense 
value. Three national military installations will receive their supplies and ship 
out their products through the port of Sacramento. The facility will be invalua- 


ble as a staging area in the event of military action closing California’s seacoast 
ports. 


CONCLUSION 


It is respectfully requested that this committee appropriate an amount not 
less than that requested by the administration for the continuation of work 
during the next fiscal year. 











STATEMENT OF MELVIN SHORE, PORT 





ENGINFER, SACRAMENTO-YOLO PORT DISTRICT 








I am port engineer for the Sacramento-Yolo Port District. In this capacity 
I am responsible for the engineering, planning, and design of the port facilities, 
the property acquisition program including field-survey work, negotiations with 
landowners, and for liaison with the Sacramento district Corps of Engineers. 

As you have been advised, the Corps of Engineers will have a contract under- 
way next month for dredging work in the Liberty Island area. I am pleased 
to report to this committee that the necessary rights-of-way and other local- 
interest obligations were met in more than sufficient time to allow the Corps of 
Engineers to proceed with their work unimpeded. 

The port district presently owns the necessary rights-of-way for the bridge 
and the lock in the barge canal except one small parcel. Negotiations on this 
one parcel are currently in progress and the owner has agreed to make the 
property available. J anticipate negotiations will be consummated shortly. The 













526 


port district also owns the necessary rights-of-way for the turning basin and the 
upper 2 miles of the deepwater channel. 

The property acquisition program, for the lands remaining to complete the 
project, is in progress. Under my direction, field surveys and appraisals are 
now being made and negotiations with the landowners have been started. Like- 
wise, the other local-interest obligations are also being acted upon. In con- 
clusion, I will state that all local-interest obligations, rights-of-way, relocation 
of utilities, etc., will be met in ample time for the Corps of Engineers to proceed 
with construction in the most economical and expeditious manner. 

Incidentally, in my opinion as an engineer, the Corps of Engineers have done 
an excellent job of designing and planning. Under their very capable supervision 
we will have an excellent project and one which will serve the needs of commerce 
both domestic and foreign in a splendid way. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
March 21, 1956. 
Hon. Joun E. Moss, 
Member of Congress, Third District California, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeAR CONGRESSMAN Moss: In connection with your appearance before the 
House Appropriations Committee on the item in the Executive budget of $2 
million for continuing the construction of the Sacramento-Yolo deepwater chan- 
nel, I shall be glad if you will advise the committee that I agree with your 
position in support of the same. 

I expect to recommend to the Senate Appropriations Committee its own favor- 
able consideration of the item. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Tuomas H. KucHEL, 
United States Senator. 


GOVERNOR'S OFFICE, 
Sacramento, Calif., March 23, 1956. 


To Hon. Carl Hayden, chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee on Appro- 
priations, and Hon. Clarence Cannon, chairman, House Public Works Sub- 
committee on Appropriations, Washington, D. C. 


Am informed $2 million item in President’s budget for development of Sacra- 
mento deepwater channel project soon to be considered by your subcommittee. 
I earnestly request that you approve full amount in order that work may pro- 
ceed without interruption on a project vital to economic growth and development 
of northern California. 

Cordially, 
GoopWIn J. KNIGHT, 
Governor of California. 


STATEMENT BY Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM THE SECOND 
CALIFORNIA DISTRICT 


As one who has been a supporter of the Sacramento River deepwater ship 
channel project since its authorization by the 79th Congress, I was pleased by the 
action of this committee last year in directing the resumption of construction. 

You have before you a budget recommendation of $2 million for continuation 
of work on the project during the fiscal year 1957, and I am here to urge 
approval of the full amount. 

This project is not located in my district, but our people are behind it since 
we are within its service area. When the Sacramento River deepwater ship 
channel is a reality the agricultural produce, the manufacturers, and the natural 
resources of northern California will have access to the ports of the world. 

My home is in Red Bluff, which is approximately 140 miles above Sacramento, 
where this project is located. Prior to 1909 there was water transportation to 
Red Bluff. As a result of the raising of the mean level of the Sacramento River 
because of the construction of Shasta Dam, we can visualize the day when this 
project is completed that water transportation can be resumed to Red Bluff. 
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Through connection via the Sacramento River and the barge canal, a part of 
this project, and the harbor, the commerce from my district will have a deep- 
water outlet. 


STATEMENT BY Hon. B. F. Sisk, MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM THE 12TH 
CALIFORNIA DISTRICT 


Although the Sacramento River deepwater ship channel project is not located 
in my district, I am pleased to appear here today in support of the recommenda- 
tion of the President in his budget estimate for an appropriation of $2 million 
for the continuation of construction work on this worthwhile project during the 
next fiscal year. 

I have been a supporter of this project since coming to Congress, because I 
deem it a necessary development if we are to keep pace with the tremendous 
population, industrial, agricultural, and general economic growth of its serv- 
ice area. 

I am impressed by the fact that the Corps of Engineers after two studies has 
concluded that the project is economically feasible. It is needed to serve the 
civilian and defense interests of the northern California, southern Oregon, and 
western Nevada area which will ship through it. I firmly believe that what is 
good for a section of California is good for all of California and for the Nation 
as a whole. 

In conclusion I respectfully request that you look favorably upon the admin- 
istration’s request for $2 million to continue work on the Sacramento River 
deepwater ship channel project during the fiscal year which begins next July 1. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN E. Moss 


Mr. Chairman, I am here before you today in the interest of the Sacramento 
deepwater ship channel project, for which appropriations totaling $2,924,110 
already have been made by the Congress. Last year this committee approved an 
appropriation of $500,000 for resumption of construction on the port and cur- 
rently the President’s budget contains an item of $2 million for continuation of 
the project. Additionally, local private interests, the State of California, and 
the port commission have expended more than $6,500,000 in authorization of 
the ultimate completion of the project. This is the minimum appropriation that 
is needed this year to proceed with this project and carry out the expressed 
intention of your committee and the Congress. 

There will be the usual—I might say traditional—local opposition offered on 
this project, citing various and sundry reasons why the Federal Government 
should not continue its construction. These opponents are the same people who 
viewed the project with alarm 10 years ago. They are no more in number now 
than they were at that time. And their case is the same one that has been 
repeatedly found lacking in merit by this committee and the Congress. 

In this connection, I should like to point out that there is probably more 
unanimity of support for this project than any other of its type in recent Cali- 
fornia history. And at this time I am authorized to say that the Sacramento 
deepwater channel enjoys the support not only of both houses of the State 
legislature in California but of both United States Senators from California and 
Governor Goodwin Knight as well. 

This project has been found to be a sound one by the Army Corps of Engineers. 
It is well planned and it enjoys the maximum support of business, labor, and 
agriculture in the northern section of California, the southern part of Oregon, 
and the western part of Nevada. 

We in California would like to see more money appropriated for this deserving 
project, but in view of the tight national budget we recognize the practical 
difficulties in asking at this time for more than the sum included in the Presi- 
dent’s budget. 

The port project will provide for deep sea water access from San Francisco to 
California’s State capital at Sacramento. A 1% mile shallow barge canal will 
connect the harbor and terminal area with the Sacramento River at Sacramento. 

The Sacramento River deepwater channel project was authorized by Con- 
gress in 1946. Construction work was initiated in 1949 and continued until 
1951 when, along with many other civil works projects, it was shut down as a 
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result of a presidential directive because of the Korean war. At that time, some 
4 miles of deepwater channel had been dug to project depth. 

The $500,000 appropriation for the current fiscal year will be used for dredging 
work in the Liberty Island area. Appropriation of the $2 million for the next 
tiscal year is necessary in order to complete the Liberty Island work and proceed 
with work on the lock and bridge in the barge canal. 

When completed, the Sacramento River deepwater channel project will serve 
an area of over 1 million square miles covering 24 northern California counties, 
4 southern Oregon counties, and 13 western Nevada counties. Through lower 
transportation costs, the project will unlock the tremendous inland farming, 
industrial, and natural resources of northern California. In addition, the port 
area itself offers perhaps the greatest tonnage-producing potential on the Pacific 
coast. The Sacramento port will become the most economical point on the 
Pacitic coast for interchange of cargo between deep-sea vessels on one hand and 
rail and highway carriers on the other. 

I strongly urge approval of the item in the executive budget for continuation of 
construction on an economical basis. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Bert E. Geisreiter, former 
mayor and presently a member of the city council of the city of Sacramento, 
Calif. 

I am authorized by this resolution unanimously passed by the city council 
of Sacramento and which I wish to submit for the record, to personally appear 
and strongly urge that your honorable body approve the appropriation of at 
least $2 million recommended by the President and included in the current 
budget. 

It is vitally necessary to the approximately 463,000 citizens living in the 
metropolitan area of Sacramento, a population increase of 36 percent in the last 
> years, that the construction of the channel, bridge, and lock be continued by 
this appropriation, so that one of our most important terminal facilities, that of 
the two bulk storage grain and rice elevators, can be served by water transporta- 
tion. Sufficient highway and rail facilities are complete, but there will be no 
water transportation until the channel, bridge, and lock are completed. 

Resumption of construction of the deep-water channel project will start on 
about April 18 with funds provided in last year’s budget. The 2 million requested 
is to carry on this project already started and so urgently needed. 

The district owns 973 acres of land and has expended $2144 million on land and 
the terminal facilities, and has 3 million more to spend, but is being delayed in 
construction of further terminal facilities until adequate Federal funds are pro- 
vided to dredge the proposed channels and start construction on the bridge and 
lock. 

I appreciate the privilege and opportunity of appearing before your honorable 
body and being allowed to express the sincere opinion of the majority of the 
people of Sacramento and their thanks for your continuing support of this 
project. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO City CouNcin, MArcH 15, 1956 


Whereas Congress has recognized the Sacramento deepwater channel as 
feasible in its purpose and of important economic value, particularly to Sacra- 
mento and its trade area ; and 

Whereas construction of the project was halted at the outbreak of the Korean 
war because of a restriction on critical materials; and 

Whereas Congress appropriated $500,000 in 1955 to resume construction of 
the Sacramento deepwater channel ; and 

Whereas the Sacramento district engineer has called for and will receive 
bids on March 20, 1956, to resume construction of this important public develop- 
ment; and 

Whereas President Eisenhower has included $2 million in the civil works 
budget for the fiseal year 1956-57 to more adequately proceed toward early 
completion of this project: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the City Council of the City of Sacramento urge the congres- 
sional Appropriations Committees and the Congress of the United States to 
appropriate the maximum amount which the Corps of Engineers can economically 
expend during the fiscal year 1956-57 ; and be it further 
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Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to Senator William F. Know- 
land, Senator Thomas H. Kuchel, Congressman John E. Moss, Congressman 
Clair Engle, and to the chairman of the appropriate congressional committees. 


CERTIFICATE 


I hereby certify that the above and foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy 
of resolution adopted by the city council on date of March 15, 1956, relating to 
the Sacramento deepwater channel, which was unanimously adopted by the City 
Council of the City of Sacramento. 

Certified this 16th day of March 1956. 

[SEAL] T. W. OLDHAM, 

Chicf Deputy City Clerk of the City of Sacramento, 
State of California. 


STATEMENT OF Frank A. LAWRENCE, CHAIRMAN, SACRAMENTO-YOLO Port DISTRIC! 
COMMISSION, SACRAMENTO RIVER DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL 


As chairman of the Sacramento-Yolo Port District since its creation in 1947, 
I want to express the thanks of our commission for your action of last year in 
including funds for resumption of work on the Sacramento River deepwater 
channel project. I am pleased to report that the appropriation will be used to 
resume dredging work next month. 

We are also pleased that the President included $2 million in his budget for 
work on the project in the 1957 fiscal year. Our commission has reviewed the 
construction program of the Corps of Engineers for the next fiscal year and 
believe that the $2 million appropriation as recommended by the administration 
will be efficiently and economically used by them. We therefore respectfully 
urge you to appropriate minimum funds in that amount. 

Several of the members of the public works subcommittee visited the project 
last year and were, I am sure, impressed by the progress they noted in the way 
of local participation in the project. For example, our port district built a 
500,000-bushel grain elevator right at the harbor which is designed for conveyor- 
belt loading directly into seagoing vessels. The facility cost almost a million 
dollars and is now leased to a private operator on a long-term agreement. In 
addition we have a complete operating belt railroad system, and other improve- 
ments which will enable us to handle cargo and facilities as soon as the project 
is complete. Private enterprise has also done its share in the harbor area. The 
farmers’ rice growers cooperative has constructed a $2,250,000 rice drier and 
elevator at the harbor, which also is designed for direct conveyor-belt connection 
with seagoing vessels. One company built 2 port warehouses costing $300,000 
each. All in all, the total investment in the project to date—Federal ($2.9 
million), port district ($2.5 million), State of California ($1.1 million), and pri- 
vate industry ($3.2 million )—totals well over $9 million. 

In conclusion, I respectfully request that the committee recommend the ap- 
propriation of funds in at least the amount requested by the administration. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES T., HARVEY, BUSINESS MANAGER, SACRAMENTO-YOLO-COLUSA 
BUILDING AND ConstrrRuUCTION Trapes Councit or A. F. or L. 


I have been delegated to represent organized labor in the Sacramento are: 
before your committee in connection with the matter of appropriations for the 


Sacramento River deepwater ship channel project. It is our understanding that 
the President's budget which you are considering includes a recommendation of 
$2 million for that project for the coming fiscal year. 

Only those of us who live in the northern California area can appreciate the 
tremendous expansion in population, farming, and industrial development that 
has taken place there since World War II. That development has continued 
and shows no signs of abating. In fact, there is every indication that the growth 
will be at a faster pace from now on. 

Sacramento is strategically located on transcontinental and coastwise rail- 
roads. In addition, the port-terminal area is connected to a transcontinental 
highway from which the State of California-recently provided direct access to 
the port-terminal area by means of a cloverleaf interchange. 

Local labor has consistently supported this project since 1945, the year before 
it was authorized. 
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In conclusion, I respectfully urge that you appropriate funds in the amount 
required by the engineers for the efficient and orderly development of this project. 
Lastly, I am pleased to submit resolutions from the following organizations, 
urging that continuing appropriations be made for construction of the Sacramento 
River deepwater channel: Western States Conference, International Union of 
Operating Engineers; California State Federation of Labor; Northern California 
District Council of Laborers. 





RESOLUTION BY WESTERN STATES CONFERENCE, INTERNATIONAL UNION OF OPERAT- 
ING ENGINEERS, VicroR 8S. SWANSON, PRESIDENT; P. A. JUDD, SECRETARY-TREAS- 
URER; L. E. EGAN, VICE PRESIDENT 


Whereas the California State Conference of Operating Engineers, August 12, 
1955, endorsed the Sacramento deepwater channel project, and introduced reso- 
lution No. 203 to the California State Federation of Labor; and 

Whereas the California State Federation of Labor in convention on August 15, 
1955, passed resolution No. 203 calling attention to the importance of the Sacra- 
mento deepwater channel project to the industrial life of California; and 

Whereas the California Legislature by chapter 57, assembly joint resolution 
No. 11, unanimously adopted January 21, 1955, endorsed the project; and 

Whereas the project was authorized by Congress in July 1946 and construc- 
tion started in 1949 with completion scheduled for July 1953; and 

Whereas the Korean war temporarily suspended operations on the construc- 
tion of the project ; and 

Whereas the economical plan for continuing construction operations requires 
an appropriation in the next fiscal year sufficient to defray the cost of work 
that the United States Army Corps of Engineers can perform: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the Western States Conference of Operating Engineers endorse 
this project and request the next session of Congress to vote the necessary funds 
to continue construction operations for this project which is so essential to the 
future development of the State; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to all Congressmen and 
Senators in the 11 Western States affiliated herein stating the position of the 
Western States Conference of Operating Engineers. 

R. B. Bronson. 
Cc. F. MATHEWS. 





RESOLUTION No. 203, CALIFORNIA STATE FEDERATION OF LABOR 


Whereas the executive council of the California State Federation of Labor, 
last February, went on record supporting the Sacramento ship-channel project 
as important to the industrial life of California; and 

Whereas the California Legislature unanimously endorsed the project at its 
1955 session ; and 

Whereas this project was authorized by Congress in 1946 and construction 
got underway in 1949, with completion scheduled for July 1953; and 

Whereas the coming of the Korean war forced the temporary abandonment 
of the project due to the shortage of essential materials; and 

Whereas the support of the California State Federation of Labor and the 
American Federation of Labor was mainly responsible for the recent action of 
Congress in voting $500,000 for resumption of the project ; and 

Whereas the successful continuance of the project construction will require 
an appropriation in the next fiscal year of some $6 million: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the 53d Convention of the California State Federation of Labor 
request the next session of Congress to vote the necessary funds for completion 
of this project which is so essential to the future development of the State. 
Copies of this resolution to be sent to all California Congressmen and Senators 
stating the position of the State federation. 

(Unanimously passed by the California State Federation of Labor at their 
53d convention in San Diego, August 15, 1955.) 
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RESOLUTION BY NORTHERN CALIFORNIA DISTRICT COUNCIL OF LABORERS, 
SAN FRANCISCO 


Whereas the Sacramento deepwater channel project was authorized by Con- 
gress in July 1946 and construction started in 1949 with completion scheduled 
for July 1953; and 

Whereas the Korean war temporarily interrupted construction on this project; 
and 

Whereas the California State Legislature by chapter 57 assembly joint resolu- 
tion No. 11, unanimously adopted January 21, 1955, endorsed the project; and 

Whereas the California State Federation of Labor in convention at San 
Diego, Calif., August 15-19, 1955, adopted resolution No. 203 calling for com- 
pletion of this project ; and 

Whereas the construction on this job will provide needed work for members 
of this organization; and 

Whereas Congress made an appropriation of $500,000 for fiscal year 1955-56 to 
resume construction on the Sacramento deepwater channel project; and 

Whereas the economical plan for continuing construction requires an ap- 
propriation in the next Federal budget sufficient to defray the cost of work 
which can be accomplished by the United States engineers during fiscal year 
1956-57: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Northern California District Council of Laborers endorse 
the Secramento deepwater channel project ; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Director of the Bureau of the Budget be urged to include 
in the 1956-57 Federal budget, an amount adequate to cover cost of construction 
which can be accomplished by the United States engineers on this project which 
is so essential to the future development of the State; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to the Bureau of the Budget, 
the Chief of Engineers, both California Senators and all California Congress- 
men, 

Passed and adopted this 17th day of December 1955 by the Northern Cali- 
fornia District Council of Laborers. 

Ronavtp D. Wricurt, 
Secretary-Treasury. 


STATEMENT OF Lewis H. Day, GENERAL MANAGER GREATER SACRAMENTO 
CALIFORNIA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


I am general manager of the Greater Sacramento California Chamber of 
Commerce, an organization composed of more than 2,000 business and pro- 
fessional people. 

Since our organization was one of the earliest advocates of deepwater trans- 
portation for Sacramento, we were greatly encouraged by your action of last 
year in appropriating $500,000 for resumption of work on the Sacramento River 
deepwater channel project. You now have under consideration a request of the 
President for $2 million to continue this work in the fiscal year beginning next 
July 1. 

I respectfully urge you to appropriate that amount as the next step toward 
completion of the project. As you know, California is growing at a tremendous 
rate. The population of Sacramento alone has increased 40.3 percent since 1950, 
or an estimated 111,560 persons. Not only populationwise but in all other 
respects—industrially, agriculturally, and economically—northern California is 
growing by leaps and bounds. To keep pace with this development, we require 
deepwater access to the markets of the world both for imports and exports. 

In conclusion, I wish to present resolutions by the Greater Sacramento Cham- 
ber of Commerce, the West Sacramento District Chamber of Commerce, and the 
North Sacramento Chamber of Commerce, which urge continued and expeditious 
work on this project. 


RESOLUTION BY GREATER NORTH AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
Adopted by Board of Directors at meeting held March 22, 1956 


Whereas the Sacramento River deepwater channel project was authorized by 
the Congress of the United States in 1946 in Public Law 525; and 

Whereas work on this project was actually undertaken in 1949 with every 
indication and assurance that work would be carried on steadily until its comple- 
tion; and 
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Whereas work on the project was interrupted for the duration of the Korean 
emergency ; and 

Whereas approximately $9 million have already been expended on the project 
by the port district, State of California, the United States Government, and 
several local interests; and 

Whereas work is about to be resumed through an appropriation of $500,000 
for the current fiscal year; and 

Whereas President Eisenhower has recommended the appropriation of $2 
million for the fiscal vear 1956-57; and 

Whereas it is understood that the United States Corps of Engineers could 
proceed with the work, particularly dredging, at a rate that would require 
substantially more than $2 million during fiscal 1956-57; and 

Whereas the prompt completion of this channel and inland port means a great 
deal to the national security, and to the economy of the entire Sacramento Valley 
region which is one of the most rapidly growing areas in this very rapidly grow- 
ing State; and 

Whereas the benefits of worldwide commerce, entering such a protected, inland 
port in this strategic area would be tremendous not only for this region but also 
for the State and for the Nation in its entirety: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Greater North Area Chamber of Commerce, representing 
and serving directly a population of some 200,000 in an area lying north of the 
city of Sacramento, does hereby urge that the appropriate congressional com- 
mittees and the Congress of the United States approve in the Federal budget 
for 1956-57 the full amount which the United States Corps of Engineers can 
reasonably spend on work on this deepwater channel during 1956-57. 

SELDEN MENEFEE, President. 
Davip B. OwEN, Executive Manager. 





RESOLUTION 


Whereas construction of the Sacramento deepwater-channel project was begun 
by the Federal Government in August 1949 ; and 

Whereas the Federal Government, the State of California, Sacramento-Yolo 
Port District, and other local interests have expended more than $9,500,000 for 
the project since that time; and 

Whereas construction was halted because of hostilities in Korea and further 
delayed because of a shortage of critical material ; and 

Whereas Congress in 1955 reaffirmed its belief in the feasibility and economic 
potential of the Sacramento deepwater channel by appropriating $500,000 to 
resume construction ; and 

Whereas President Eisenhower has included in his 1956-57 budget the sum of 
$2 million to expedite construction ; and 

Whereas the Sacramento district engineer has called for bids to resume work 
on the project beginning in April 1956 : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the West Sacramento District Chamber of Commerce urge the 
Appropriations Committee of Congress and the full membership of Congress to 
appropriate the full amount which the Corps of Engineers can economically 
expend in developing the channel project during the fiscal year 1956-57; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to Senator William F. 
Knowland, Senator Thomas H. Kuchel, Congressman John E. Moss, Congressman 
Clair Engle, and to chairmen of the Congressional Appropriations Committees. 

Hue I. SHEARER, 
President, West Sacramento District Chamber of Commerce. 


Dated March 21, 1956. 


RESOLUTION BY SACRAMENTO-YOLO Port DISTRICT 


Whereas the Sacramento River deep water channel project was authorized in 
1946 and construction was started in 1949: but after completing 4 miles of the 
channel, work was stopped during the Korean conflict ; and 

Whereas the Sacramento-Yolo Port District, State of California, Federal Gov- 
ernment and local interests, anticipating an early completion, have expended over 
$914 million toward construction since 1949; and 











533 


Whereas Congress appropriated $500,000 in 1955 to resume construction ; and 
Whereas the Sacramento district of the United States Corps of Engineers has 
called for bids to resume dredging in April, 1956; and 
Whereas President Eisenhower has included $2 million in his budget for the 
furtherance of this project: Be it therefore 
Resolved, That the Greater Sacramento Chamber of Commerce urges the Con- 
eress of the United States to approve the full amount which the United States 
Corps of Engineers can economically expend for construction during the fiscal 
year 1956-57: and be it further 
Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to Senator William F. Know- 
land, Senator Thomas H. Kuchel, Congressman John E. Moss, Jr., Congressman 
Clair Engle, and to chairman of the proper congressional appropriation com- 
mittees. The foregoing resolution was duly passed by the board of directors of 
the Greater Sacramento Chamber of Commerce at a regular meeting on the 19th 
day of March 1956. 
(Signed) Cari K. LAWRENCE, President. 
Attest: 
LEwIs H. Day, General Manager. 


STATEMENT BY Hon. Huspert B. SCUDDER OF CALIFORNIA 
SACRAMENTO SHIP CHANNEL 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I am Hubert B. Scudder, Mem- 
her of Congress from the First Congressional District of California. 

I appear before you today in behalf of the $2 million recommended by the 
Bureau of the Budget for fiscal year 1957 to continue construction of the Sacra- 
mento Ship Channel. This project is one of the important developments in 
central California. The completion of the ship channel will create a deep water 
harbor at Sacramento to provide a shipping center for agricultural and indus- 
trial products. This harbor would serve the city of Sacramento, as well as the 
people living in this inland territory comprising many thousands of square miles. 

Extensive support bas been given this project on a State and local basis. As 
I recall, it was in 1939 the California State Legislature, of which I was a mem- 
her, authorized the development of the port of Sacramento. Local interests 
have made possible the construction of warehouses and other port facilities 
there. The main drawback to opening this port has been construction of the 
channel to permit deep-water ships to reach the port, which is situated on the 
Sacramento River 90 miles from San Francisco. 

The project has been hanging fire for many vears. Work was revived with 
the appropriation of $500,000 in fiscal year 1956, and I urge this committee to 
sustain the budget recommendation of $2 million for fiscal year 1957 so that 
construction may be continued. 

I assure you of the importance of this project to a large area of California, 
and wish to assure the committee that their favorable consideration to the rec- 
ommendation of the Bureau of the Budget will make possible the continued con- 
struction of this most worthwhile project. 


Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, at this time I would like 
to again convey the gratitude of the people of my district, the people 
of northern California, for the action taken by the Appropriations 
Committee last year in providing funds for resumption of construe- 
tion on this very important project to the economic growth of north- 
ern California. 

The resumption of construction at this time carries forward the 
commitments made by the Government at the time the port project 
was authorized back in 1946. 

Congress has appropriated to date approximately $3 niillion for 
construction and planning of this project. State and local Govern- 
ment and private interests have invested an additional $6.5 million. 
The appropriations requested in the executive budget is a minimum 
amount necessary to provide for the orderly construction of this proj- 
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ect. We are not requesting at this time any amount in excess of that 
be allowed. We recognize the difficult problems facing this com- 
mittee in living within the ceilings imposed by the budgetary require- 
ments of the Federal Government. 

I want to make two points: One, of course, is that there will be at 
some time, I assume, an appearance before this committee of those who 
are in opposition to this project. They are the same people who 
opposed it originally 10 years ago. They have not grown in number 
nor in influence. The California Legislature has, on two occasions, 
by unanimous vote, reaffirmed the interest of the State in the early 
completion of this project. 

Our present Governor and the gentleman who now sits as Chief 
Justice, indicated their strong support of this project. I am author- 
ized to indicate that it not only has the fullest backing of the Senator 
Kuchel, of California, but it has the firm support, as ‘it has had from 
the very beginning, of Senator Knowland. 

The project is one which will serve a rapidly expanding area of 
California, the southern counties of the State of Oregon, and the 
western counties of the State of Nevada. It is probably one of the 

only ports which could be constructed or maintained on the west coast 
wherein a great portion of the traffic from east to west naturally 
and normally feeds through it. It has a tremendous potential. It was 
carefully studied at the time of authorization, and prior to asking for 
a resumption of construction, a restudy of all aspects of the project 
was undertaken by the engineers. The restudy affirmed the conclu- 
sion originally arrived at when the project was authorized in 1946, 
This port project is a very meritorious one, and we ask that you 


approve the item in the President’s budget. The port is fully justified. 
It represents a capital investment in a growing area of this Nation 
which desperately needs a cheaper method of transportation for the 
many products it consumes and the many products it sells. 

At this point, I would like to introduce Mr. W. G. Stone, the port 
director. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM G. STONE 


Mr. Srone. I would like to file my statement and comment briefly 
on It. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


This committee has had the Sacramento deepwater ship channel project 
before it in previous years. Il deeply appreciate the committee’s action last 
year in making an appropriation of $500,000 for resumption of construction. 
The President’s budget this year has an item of $2 million in it for continuation 
of the project. In view of these two actions and your familiarity with the 
project, I will not burden you with the details of the project itself other 
than to call your attention to some recent drawings and photographs showing the 
highlights of the project. 

I direct your attention to the artist’s sketch, exhibit No. 1, which shows the 
crooked and meandering Sacramento River from Rio Vista to Sacramento, a 
distance of 58 miles. It also shows the deepwater ship channel, 43 miles in 
length and being almost straight, terminating in Lake Washington, a natural 
lake. Also:shown is the barge canal for shallow-draft vessels connecting the 
turning basin with the Sacramento River. Likewise depicted are the port dis- 
trict grain elevator, a large rice elevator and mill, and a large public warehouse, 
the two latter facilities being privately owned. 

The $500,000 appropriation made by your committee last year and approved by 
Congress is presently being used, with dredging to begin in mid-April, in the 
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Liberty Island area. This amount, however, will not be sufficient to complete 
that contract. The orderly and most economical construction of the project 
requires that the Liberty Island contract be completed and that a start be made 
on construction of the lock and bridge in connection with the barge canal. It 
will take 2% years tu complete those 2 structures. They should, therefore, be 
started immediately. Another important item is the toe drain inside the Yolo 
bypass and parallel to the west levee of the deep water channel. 

I direct your attention to the artist’s drawing, exhibit No. 2, of the lock and 
the bridge across the barge canal. The lock shown is the only one in the project. 

Your attention is directed to a map entitled “Sacramento River Feeds the Deep 
Water Channel,” exhibit No. 3. The Sacramento River is the only river on the 
Pacific coast south of the Columbia River in Oregon and Washington that is 
navigable any great distance inland. The present official head of navigation 
is at Chico Landing. ‘The river will serve as a feeder and bring a large tonnage 
from the Sacramento Valley to deep-sea vessels at Sacramento. A new natural- 
gas field is being developed in Glenn County near Chico Landing. Private capi- 
tal will construct very shortly an 83-mile pipeline bringing natural gas from 
Glenn County to Sacramento. This requires 12,000 tons of steel pipe. If the 
Sacramento deepwater ship channel was complete today, the saving in trans- 
portation freight cost on 12,000 tons of pipe would exceed $20,000. 

Expenditures made to date by the Federal Government, the port district, the 
State of California, and private industrial plants total almost $10 million, 
including the $500,000 which the Federal Government is spending prior to July 1 
of this year for the Liberty Island dredging. Those expenditures are as follows: 


Federal Government _... $2, 924, 110 
Port district vo ieee ed ; _ 2,498, 050 
State of California ; : 1, O58, 000 
Private industry 3, 200, 000 


Total _. 9,680, 160 


These local interests’ expenditures were all made depending upon early com- 
pletion of the project by the Federal Government. Incidentally, our port district 
is keeping well ahead of the Federal Government requirements in purchasing 
of rights-of-way. We have spent a sizable sum in appraisals, field surveys, engi- 
neering, and acquisition of the property for the Liberty Island werk. Rights- 
of-way negotiation with its accompanying field survey work, appraisals, and 
engineering for the acquisition of the remaining lands necessary for the deep- 
water channel are progressing rapidly and will be consummated when the Fed- 
eral Government is prepared to proceed with the actual dredging of the deep- 
water channel. Indicative of the special interest of the State of California, we 
call your attention to resolution No. 11 passed by the State Legislature of Cali- 
fornia in January 1955, without a dissenting vote. We identify it as exhibit No. 4. 

The State of California, through its highway department, completed the main 
highway overpass entrance to the port terminal area, known as Harbor Boule- 
vard, in June 1954 at an expense of $288,000. Exhibit No. 5 shows this Harbor 
Boulevard overpass in the foreground with the port terminal area in the upper 
right-hand corner. The dotted lines show the location of the turning basin and 
the barge canal. The privately owned rice elevator and mill, and the public 
warehouse are shown in the upper left-hand corner. This overpass was com- 
pleted in anticipation of early completion of the deepwater channel, You will 
note that it goes nowhere at the present time. This overpass is across United 
States Highway Routes 40 and 99W. The State of California designed it to pro- 
vide excellent highway access without going through congested areas. The ac- 
tual use of the overpass must await deposition of the spoil material to bring the 
area up to the future contemplated height. This advance work done by the 
State of California is indicative of their sincere interest in the deepwater ship- 
channel project. 

Exhibits Nos. 6, 7, and 8 show the development that presently exists at the 
port terminal area, as well as location of the proposed spoil-disposal areas. 

Exhibit No. 9 shows the location of 6 national-defense installations within a 
50-mile radius of the port. The deepwater channel will contribute to the economy 
and efficiency of these national-defense installations. 

Summing up the situation, let me say that the 24 northern California counties, 
northern Nevada, and southern Oregon might be looked upon as sick patients with 
cargo endeavoring to reach deep-sea ships and with domestic and foreign ships 
unable to come beyond Suisun Bay at the mouth of the Sacramento River. The 
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Federal Government, through the Corps of Engineers, has designed a deepwater 
channel 15 miles shorter than the crooked river route by utilizing connecting 
waterways for navigation of deep-sea ships. The engineers have designed and 
planned an excellent channel for deep-sea navigation, which will be extensively 
used in both domestic and foreign commerce. Our port district engineering de- 
partment is cooperating with the Corps of Engineers in every possible way. I 
direct your attention to exhibit No. 10, which is an artist’s drawing with the 
prescribed solution of the problem, ‘““‘The cure of two sick patients is immediate 
Federal completion.” The Federal Government can readily provide this cure 
by making available to the Corps of Engineers that which they can economically 
expend each year and drop this channel into position as shown in the drawing. 

In view of the extreme need for early completion of this very worthwhile proj- 
ect, and in view of the fact that local interests have done everything required 
of them, and even gone beyond those requirements, we urge your honorable 
committee to appropriate the full amount required by it which can be used by the 
Corps of Engineers for fiscal vear 1957. 

I thank you for the splendid help which your committee has very courteously 
given us in the past, and we urge your favorable consideration of request for 1957 
fiscal year appropriation. 

Respectfully submitted. 

W.G. Srone, Port Director. 


ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 11—RELATIVE TO THE SACRAMENTO RIVER SHIP 
(CHANNEL 


Whereas the Sacramento River ship channel project was authorized by Con- 
gress in 1946 in Public Law 525, 79th Congress, 2d session, and construction 
started in 1949 with the comnletion date scheduled for July 1953; and 

Whereas the California State Legis'ature by chapter 1152, 1947 Statutes, ap- 
proved and adopted the project for navigation and flood control on the Sacra- 
mento River in cooperation with the Federal Government in accordance with Sen- 
ate Document 142, 79th Congress, 2d session: declared the State interest therein : 
provided certain powers and duties of the Sacramento-Yolo Port District and 
the department of finance in connection therewith; provided for the acquisition 
of certain property rights therefor; and made an appropriation ; and 

Whereas the State of California has a total investment of approximately $1 
million in the project at the present time, including as a phase of the West 
Sacramento Freeway the Harbor Boulevard overpass to the port terminal area ; 
and 

Whereas the Sacramento-Yolo Port District voted $38,750,000 in bonds for 
local participation, and has sold $1,750,000, and is presently burdened with 
amortization of those bonds: and 

Whereas the port district has constructed a grain elevator, belt railroad, and 
highways, with the grain elevator leased to private grain merchants who are 
depending upon completion of the deepwater channel for successful operation of 
the grain elevator; and 

Whereas private local businessmen and farmers, denending upon early comple- 
tion of the project, have invested $2,500,000 in private warehouses, elevators, 
and other works adjacent to the port area; and 

Whereas the Federal Government required the Sacramento-Yolo Port District to 
give assurance that local interests would meet requirements in the act of authori- 
zation, and the port district has met each and every one of those requirements ; 
and 

Whereas construction was stopped at the outbreak of the Korean war, after 
completion of 4 miles of channel north of Rio Vista at a cost of $2,548,000 to the 
Federal Government; and 

Whereas the deepwater channel when completed will serve more than 20 
counties in the northeastern part of California north and east of Sacramento: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the State of California, jointly, That 
the Legislature of the State of California respectfully memorializes the Presi- 
dent and the Congress of the United States, and the Corps of Engineers of the 
United States Army. to take such steps as may be necessary to resume con- 
struction on this project immediately, and to make an appropriation sufficient 
to defray the cost of such work as can be accomplished by the Corps of Engi 
neers during the 1955—56 fiscal year; and be it further 





Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the President and 
Vice President of the United States, to the Speaker of the House of Representa- 
tives, to the House and Senate Appropriations Committees for civil functions, 
to each Senator and Representative from California in the Congress of the 
United States, and to the Secretary of the Army. 

Mr. Stone. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I am 
very happy indeed to meet with you here today and to express on be- 
half of our port district commission our deep appreciation for the 
cooperation we had last year in the appropriation of $500,000 for re- 
sumption of construction. Our President has included $2 million 
this year, and that amount is necessary to complete the project which 
is now under way, with the $500,000 appropriation, and to start in an 
orderly way the second step of construction, which would include the 
lock and the bridge across the barge canal and the toe drain in the 
Yolo bypass. 

Our port district commission has at all times kept ahead of the re 
quirements of the Army engineers in the purchasing of rights of way. 
We are prepared to continue todo so. We have the necessary finances, 
and surveys are being made now for rights of way which will be 
needed 1 and 2 years hence. We are prepared, from the standpoint of 
the local interest, to meet our ob nea | in full. In fact, we have 
gone beyond that which is required i 1 order that this project not 
be further del: ived. 

I have a photograph taken last August which shows the lavout. 
You can readily see the tvpe of construction of private industry. Tere 
is a large rice mill of Farmers Rice Growers Cooperative. This is a 
large public warehouse [indicating]. Those facilities were constructed 
depending on the completion of this project. Our own port district 
grain elevator is at this point [indicating]. It was designed for direct 
overhead convevor system to vessels in the harbor. 

Without taking up further time. T concur in what Congressman 
Moss has said. We need the $2 million as a minimum amount to get 
going in an orderly way and to complete the project expeditiously. 
T thank you for affording me this opportunity to appear before you. 
You have been most courteous to us. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman. that concludes our presentation. If there 
are any questions, we would be happy to answer them. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, I remember during the hearing last 
vear I said we folks in the center of the United States are greatly 
interested in hiehways to our towns and to our farms. IT remember 
when a Federal highwav was built going past our town. It missed 
our town by about a half mile. That half mile had people living 
there that could not afford to nav for a paved road. So we asked the 
State highway commission to build us a spur into our little town. 

T likened that to vour request. Congressman Moss. of building a 
channel, a water highway to your town, which IT felt was completely 
justified. Tso acted. 

Mr. Moss. We appreciate that action very much. It is real under- 
standing which was most helpful to us. 

Mr. Jensen. IT do not know a thing about water transportation 
except what IT have learned on this committee. but IT do know the 
value of a highway into our little towns, cities, and farms. Any 
area without a highway is, in these days, simply not able to get along 
very well against the competition of those who do have highways. 





538 


It must be the same way as far as waterways are concerned. Your 
project has merit and certainly will receive our full consideration. 

Mr. Moss. We appreciate that. 

Mr. JENSEN. It is nice to have seen you. 

Mr. Macnuson. Thank you very much for a well-organized pres- 
entation and a very fine one. 

Mr. Moss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen. 


Mississtpr1 River—Guur Ovurier Prosecr 
WITNESSES 


HON. JAMES H. MORRISON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 

ROBERT L. SHORTLE, MANAGER, LOWER MISSISSIPPI RIVER DIVI- 
SION, MISSISSIPPI VALLEY ASSOCIATION 

HU B. MYER, CHIEF ENGINEER, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, 
STATE OF LOUISIANA 


Mr. Magnuson. Next will be Congressman Morrison, and _ his 
group. 

Mr. Morrison. Mr. Chairman, I wish to join other Members of 
Congress representing districts along the Mississippi River and its 
tributaries in presenting our views for improvement of navigation 
and water resource development. Our first witness this afternoon 
will be Mr. Robert L. Shortle, the manager of the lower Mississippi 
River division of the Mississippi Valley Association. 


STATEMENT OF R. L. SHORTLE 


Mr. Suorrite. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, I 
have a prepared statement that deals with a number of projects, 
and I have copies for every one of the members of the committee 
and for the reporter. I do request that it be made a part of the 
record of the committee. 

Mr. Maenuson. It will be made a part of the record. 

(Statement referred to follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, my name is Robert L. 
Shortle. I am manager of the lower Mississippi River division of the Mississippi 
Valley Association, and I reside at New Orleans, La. Our association is a 
voluntary membership group that includes business, civic, and public interests 
from throughout the Mississippi Basin. 

The platform of the Mississippi Valley Association has already been placed 
in the record and to conserve time I will not repeat the pertinent portions of it 
dealing with the projects I am going to request your consideration of now. 
At the annual convention of the association, held in St. Louis, Mo., February 6 
and 7, 1956, the more than 1,200 delegates, from 27 States, unanimously adopted 
our platform which includes resolutions on the following projects: 


THE ARKANSAS RIVER BASIN 


This great river basin stands alone as our last major undeveloped area. Its 
potential is as great as any we know of, being rich in all resources. Conditions 
in the Arkansas River Valley are presently such that they prevent the proper 
utilization of the manifold and high quality resources. Except during times 
of annual flooding, the region within this basin is destitute for water for 
agricultural, domestic and industrial purposes, including transport. In times 
of flood the water is a scourge being uncontrolled and free to take such soil as it 
enn reach. 
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For this basin to arrive at its potential and rightful place in the national 
economic scheme, the Congress authorized an overall program for its develop- 
ment. l1t includes: navigation, flood control, power and related water resource 
benefits. The first session of this Congress appropriated needed funds for 
several of the features of the program which enabled either planning or actual 
construction to be undertaken. This action by the Congress last year was 
a source of great relief to the area and their look to the future was optimistic 
The optimism was short lived, however, for the civil works budget for fiscal year 
1957, does not include continuing appropriations that were expected for certain 
key items of work and necessary for the orderly development of this basin as 
envisaged by the Congress. 

We note with approval the inclusion in fiscal 1957’s budget of the continuation 
of the bank-stabilization program on the Arkansas River and construction funds 
for Oologah Reservoir ($3 million for each). We view with alarm, however, the 
exclusion of funds for Dardanelle Reservoir in Arkansas and Keystone Reservoir 
and Eufaula Reservoir, both in Oklahoma. These 3 key projects received funds 
last year and we feel it to be in the public interest and economy to safeguard 
the investment already made by appropriating funds in fiscal year 1957 in the 
following amounts: Dardanelle Reservoir, $500,000; Keystone Reservoir, $1 mil- 
lion; and Eufaula Reservoir, $2 million. 


OUACHITA AND BLACK RIVERS 


The River and Harbor Act of May 17, 1950, authorized the modification of the 
existing project for navigation on the Black and Ouachita Rivers in Arkansas 
and Louisiana, to provide a channel 9 feet deep and 100 feet wide to Camden, 
Ark. I appear before you at this time to respectfully request your consideration 
of this project, since it has the support of the entire membership of the Missis- 
sippi Valley Association, as evidenced by its inclusion in our platform. This 
platform has already been submitted to this subcommittee, 

The Budget Bureau recommendation for fiscal year 1957 includes the amount 
of $130,000 for advance engineering and designing of this project. We concur 
in this recommendation and request that the appropriation in the above amount 
be made. 

The Ouachita River Basin contains the bauxite mines of the Nation and it has 
other substantial mineral reserves, including natural gas and petroleum. Also, it 
contains large commercial forests of pine and hardwood. The present 6%-foot 
channel will not now accommodate standard inland waterway barges without 
lightering, a most expensive transportation operation. By deepening the channel 
to 9 feet benefits will accrue to the immediate area and to the inland waterway 
system as a whole, for it will permit fully loaded standard tows to navigate the 
entire reach of the authorized waterway. 


MOBILE SHIP CHANNEL 


This project is currently under construction, $1 million having been appro- 
priated at the 1st session of this Congress, and a contract for the work was 
awarded in December of 1955. The amount remaining to complete the work is 
$2,443,000, provided the work is prosecuted without interruption. This condition 
will not obtain, however, with the amount of $1,600,000 that is included in the 
present budget. 

If the budget figure prevails in the final appropriation bill, work on the channel 
Will stop, it is estimated, in December of this year. This will, of course, require 
that a new contract be awarded after necessary subseqnent funds are appro- 
priated, and will, it is estimated, increase the remaining cost of the job by about 
25 percent, making the job cost $235,750 more than it would if the full $2,443,000 
needed to complete the work is appropriated for fiscal year 1957 expenditure. 

The project is designed to provide a channel 36 feet deep by 400 feet wide from 
Mobile to the Gulf of Mexico, and shows the very favorable benefit-to-cost ratio of 
3.48 to 1. 

In 1954 the port of Mobile handled 13,873,167 tons of waterborne commerce. 
Of this total, 8,321,848 tons were deepwater cargoes. The major portion of this 
commerce was bulk commodities, such as iron ore, manganese ore, bauxite, crude 
oil, etc. Increasing the depth of the channel will, it is estimated, increase the 
commerce by 3 million tons annually. 

Ore carriers of 60,000 deadweight tons and draft of 38 feet or better, at maxi- 
mum capacity, are now operating regularly between Venezuela and the port of 
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Mobile. These ships are partly loaded because of restricting depths at both origin 
and destination. However, the Orinoco River is expected to have adequate depth 
in 1956. The Corps of Engineers estimates that use of the channel by deep-draft 
ships fully loaded will effect savings in transportation costs of about $1 million 
annually. 

Our recommendation is based on the premise that it is pennywise and dollar 
foolish to arbitrarily reduce the amount of requested funds for a project of this 
nature when the full amount is not exhorbitant and will effect a saving of more 
than a quarter million dollars in the job cost. Accordingly, we respectfully 
request that $2,443,000 be appropriated for the Mobile ship channel in order that 
it may be completed without interruption. 


WARRIOR-TOMBIGBEE RIVERS SYSTEM 


At this time the overall Warrior-Tombigbee project is about 25 percent com- 
plete and we commend and thank the Congress for the progress that has resulted 
on this system. At the same time we note with pleasure that $4,580,000 has 
been included in the 1957 fiscal year budget recommendations for continuing the 
construction on the Warrior lock and dam, a principal feature of the overall 
program. 

The project is designed to provide a dependable 9-foot navigable channel be- 
tween the coal-mining and steel-producing area of northwest Alabama and the 
port city of Mobile, and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. Additional benefits 
will accrue by virtue of stabilized flow with a year-round supply of fresh water 
and a great measure of flood control. 

In order that the areas served by this waterway system may receive the 
needed benefits that will accrue from the construction we sincerely endorse the 
budget recommendation of $4,580,000 and respectfully request this amount be 
appropriated. 


MIDDLE MISSISSIPPI RIVER NAVIGATION PROJECT 


The attention of this committee and of the Congress is invited to the conditions 
existing in the so-called middle reach of the Mississippi River which extends 
from St. Louis, Mo. to the mouth of the Ohio River, a distance of 180 miles. 

Flow conditions in this stretch of the Mississippi are regulated principally by 
pile dikes which form contraction works and direct the fiow into the most effi- 
cient channels. At the present time, however, these contraction works have 
deteriorated to the point where they need immediate attention and in many cases 
replacement. These contraction works represent an investment on the part of 
the Federal Government to maintain proper flow characteristics for channel 
alinement and stability. 

That waterway commerce on this stretch of the Mississippi River justifies the 
maintenance of the contraction works is shown by the growth in tonnages in the 
past 10 years. In 1945 the total tonnage over this reach was 4,449,200 tons. By 
1954 this tonnage had increased more than four times to a total of 17,663,048 
tons. 

To prevent the further deterioration of the contraction works, and to maintain 
the integrity of the remaining works and this vital transportation facility, it is 
respectfully requested that $1 million be appropriated for expenditure in fiscal 
year 1957 over this reach of the Mississippi. 


FORTY-FOOT CHANNEL THROUGH SOUTHWEST PASS OF MISSISSIPPI AND BAR 
CHANNEL 


I respectfully submit, for your consideration, a project of growing need that is 
designed to facilitate the movement of deepwater commerce and to provide re- 
sultant savings to shippers. 

This project is the 40-foot navigation channel through Southwest Pass of the 
Mississippi River and through the bar channel. It has been authorized since 1945 
and will provide the following dimensions when completed: From New Orleans 
to Head of Passes, 40 feet deep by 1,000 feet wide; Southwest Pass, 40 feet deep 
by 800 feet wide, and Southwest Pass bar channel, 40 feet deep by 600 feet 
wide. It is a feature of the overall project, Mississippi River, Baton Rouge to 
the Gulf of Mexico. 

The Mississippi River above Head of Passes has an excellent channel of 40-foot 
depth or better to New Orleans and a 35-foot channel from New Orleans to Baton 
Rouge. The controlling depth through Southwest Pass and through the bar 
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channel is now 35 feet, which is inadequate to accommodate fully loaded deeper 
draft ships. Presently, such deep-draft ships are loaded light which prevents 
the utilization of the economy features designed and incorporated in them. 

The newer ships have been built to draw upwards of 38 feet and if our chan- 
nels and harbors are to kc-ep step with marine developments and provide the 
maximum economy to shippers, manufacturers, and consumers we must provide 
adequate depths in them. In this light we request that $300,000 be appropriated 
for the planning of this 40-foot channel through Southwest Pass of the Mississippi 
River and through the bar channel. 


AMITE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 


I would like to present for your consideration a small flood-control project 
called the Amite River and tributaries project. This item, authorized in August 
of 1955, is located in southeastern Louisiana. 

The average annual damage from flooding on the Amite River and its tribu- 
taries is in excess of $150,000 and the plan envisaged by the Corps of Engineers 
will prevent floods of the magnitude of the 1953 flood from recurring. The 
1953 flood was greater than the average flood in this basin and can be expected to 
recur every 25 to 30 years. 

The total cost of the project is $4,212,000 with $1,204,000 of the total being local 
contribution. The amount of $50,000 to complete preconstruction planning could 
be used and this phase could be completed in 8 months. Also, in fiscal year 1957, 
construction funds in the amount of $925,000 could be expended if made available. 

Since flooding of the areas within this drainage basin is an annual occurrence, 
we respectfully request an appropriation of $975,000 to complete the planning 
and undertake the necessary construction. 


BAYOU SEGNETTE WATERWAY 


The River and Harbor Act of September 38, 1954, included the authorization 
of the Bayou Sagnette Waterway in Louisiana. The authorization provided a 
channel 9 feet deep and 60 feet wide from Westwego, La., to the Gulf Intra- 
coastal Waterway at Bayou Villars, a distance of 12.5 miles. 

This waterway currently is 5 feet deep and 30 feet wide. It accommodates 
fishing and shrimping craft to their destination at processing plants in Westwego, 
La. As in the case of all other types of carriage, where the demand is for larger 
and larger carriers, so is it true in the fishing and shrimping carriage. Rising 
production and processing costs make it imperative that larger payloads be 
carried to sustain the industry. Accordingly, larger and modern fishing and 
shrimping vessels are now being used where channels will accommodate them. 

The House Public Works Committee recommended at the time of authoriza- 
tion, that this waterway be maintained at interim dimensions of 6 feet by 60 
feet until such time as the 9-foot depth was economically advisable. Accord- 
ingly, we request that funds in the amount of $435,000 be appropriated for 
developing the interim dimensions in fiscal year 1957. 


PLAQUEMINE-MORGAN CITY ROUTE OF THE GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY 


We note that the fiscal year 1957 budget recommendations included the amount 
of $4,500,000 for continuing the construction of this project, and we endorse 
the recommendation. 

The completion of this alternate shorter route will eliminate a navigation 
link that is presently tortuous to the point of danger and an antiquated, obsolete 
lock that is hazardous, because of its obsolescence and physical location. 

To assure the uninterrupted flow of traffic between the rich producing areas of 
the southwest and the consuming areas on the Mississippi River system, we re- 
spectfully request that the appropriation of funds in the amount of $4,500,000 
be made for fiscal year 1957 expenditure. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER-GULF OUTLET 


This Mississippi River-Gulf outlet project received final authorization after 
the budget recommendations were submitted for fiscal year 1957, and accord- 
ingly could not be included with them. That fact, however, does not detract 
from the merit of the project which when completed will provide the great Mis- 
sissippi Valley with its needed additional outlet to the sea and to world com- 
merce. Present commerce, domestic, foreign, and coastwise, taxes the existing 
facilities at the port of New Orleans. 
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To keep pace with the constantly expanding commerce through the port, the 
Board of Commissioners of the Port of New Orleans is currently embarked on 
a $72 million expansion and modernization program. Even this large-scale local 
investment will not suffice the demand 10 years hence if growth records of the 
last decade are any indication of the future. 

In 1945, the total of all waterway traffic between New Orleans and the 
Mouth of the Passes of the Mississippi River was 29,701,984 tons, with 13,387,186 
tons being deepwater carriage and 16,314,798 tons internal. In 1954, the last 
year of official record available at this time, the total of all waterway traffic 
over the above reach was 54,888,940 tons, with 26,440,800 being deepwater 
carriage and 28,448,140 tons being internal. In other words, the waterway 
commerce has almost doubled in the period shown. Actually, I believe the next 
10 years will far outstrip anything we have seen in the past. 

America’s population is increasing at the rate of about 3 million per year, which 
will make us a Nation of almost 200 million population in 1965. As of now more 
than half of our population lives in the valley and better than 50 percent of 
America’s industrial complex is situated there. Add to this consideration the 
fact that 75 percent of America’s agricultural production comes from this rich 
valley. It is reasonable to assume that the proportions will not diminish in the 
future. To accommodate the ever-growing needs of the valley our transportation 
facilities must grow with them and the Mississippi River-Gulf outlet project 
is designed to this end. 

To give you an idea of the growth of commerce at the port of New Orleans 
in recent years as well as the port’s limitations, I checked with the statistical 
department of the Board of Commissioners of the Port of New Orleans and 
learned that in 1945 a total of 1,800 ships arrived at the public wharves from 
deepwater. In 1955, 3,782 ships arrived at these wharves from deepwater, 
carrying foreign and coastwise cargoes. An increase in 1955 of almost 2,000 
ships over 1945. 

I learned also, that today at the port there is berthing space for a total of 
76 ships at any one time, and further, that each ship remains at its berth an 
average of 41%4 days. 

It develops, that with 76 berths available and on the basis of a 5-day 40-hour 
workweek and 44-day occupancy per ship that each berth could be occupied 57 
times per year. In 1955, the 3,782 ships arriving occupied each berth a total of 
49.7 times. The present port facilities do not leave much room for expanding 
the commerce, certainly the present facilities will not permit the increase that can 
be reasonably expected in the next 10 years, based on what has happened in the 
past 10. 

As in other rapidly growing areas, time is of the essence to permit the con- 
struction of the channel within the estimated cost figures. Industry is constantly 
seeking sites in the area the channel will traverse and as encroachments advance 
so do costs of acquisition and construction. Accordingly, we respectfully request 
that $300,000 be appropriated for fiscal year 1957 expenditures to undertake the 
needed planning and design work for this Mississippi River-Gulf outlet project. 

The valley’s people want this channel. Editors, engineers, industrialists, 
merchants, workers have all signified their desires in testimony before the Public 
Works Committees of the House and Senate. As evidence of this support, I 
quote from the recent report of the Senate Committee on Public Works (Rept. 
No. 1637, 84th Cong., 2d sess.) where Senator Chavez, chairman of the com- 
mittee stated, “Seldom has a proposal been brought before the committee with 
such widespread support from diversified interests.’”’ The people know that in 
today’s world trade and perhaps in future danger or peril each hour’s delay is 
an irreplaceable loss. The channel's cost is calculable. Its value is beyond eal- 
culation. Within the years that we can see ahead, its absence would cost more 
than its construction. National security alone demands this channel. 


Mr. Suorttx. This Mississippi River-gulf outlet project is one that 
does not appear in the budget recommendation of the President, not 
because it was not a worthwhile project, but simply because it was 
not approved until last week on the Senate side. 

The project will require an $88 million Federal expenditure with 
local participation amounting to $66 million. The present port of 
New Orleans is not capable of taking care of needed port facilities. 
They have expanded as far as they can. They do have a $72 million 
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port modernization program going on, but there are limits to which 
they can go with their extension. 

he Mississippi River-gulf outlet project has been approved by 
the Corps of Engineers for many years, and it is one which provides a 
new outlet to the Gulf of Mexico, coming out easterly to Chandeleur 
Island, a distance of 70 miles. The present distance of the Mississippi 
to the gulf is 110 to 120 miles, depending upon where you measure it 
from at the port of New Orleans. It is interesting to note that indus- 
trial development in New Orleans is restricted to this area | indicat- 
ing |. 
Mr. Jensen. Please designate on the map the specific area you are 
talking about. 

Mr. Suortie. The area along the Intracoastal Waterway and east of 
New Orleans, in the immediate area up to the Intracoastal Waterway. 
That is a distance of about 7 miles across the intracoastal. That is 
all being industrialized at the present time. 

United States Gypsum Co. is building a very large plant, and Kaiser 
Co. has a very large plant. ‘The first 10 miles on the proposed seaway 
is susceptible to industrialization at this time. It is in the interest 
of the national economy that this project have planning funds at the 
present time to prevent higher costs should this become industrialized, 
because of relocations and poss#le realinement of the seaway itself. 

As far as traffic is concerned at the port of New Orleans, this area 
{indicating | is wharf space at the present time. 

Mr. Jensen. What area? 

Mr. Sortie. The area on the Mississippi River, fronting New 
Orleans, from mile 105 to about mile 90. At the present time, on the 
wharves of New Orleans, they can accommodate 76 vessels, they have 
berths for-that many ships. The average occupancy time is about 414 
days per ship. Figuring it out on the basis of a 5-day workweek, 
40 hours a week, we find, arithmetically, that each of these wharves 
can be occupied a total of 57 times during the year. In 1955, 3,782 
deepwater ships put into the port of New Orleans, which was the 
equivalent of occupancy at the rate of 49.7 times per wharf during 
1955. So it does not leave us much room for expanding the port of 
New Orleans. 

I mentioned the 3,782 arrivals from deep water by ships in 1955. 
In 1945, 1,800 ships arrived at the city of New Orleans. So if we use 
the past, which is the only index we have, to gage the future, we 
know that we have very little space to accommodate what we can 
expect in the next 10 years. 

The other project that we have to mention being endorsed by the 
Mississippi Valley Association that I represent in New Orleans, is the 
Arkansas River Basin, wherein we recommend appropriations for 
Dardanelle Reservoir, $500,000; Keystone Reservoir, $1 million; and 
Eufala Reservoir, $2 million, which were not included in the Presi- 
dent’s budget. 

We note with pleasure that Oologah Dam and the bank stabiliza- 
tion are both budgeted for $3 million in the 1957 budget and we are 
certainly grateful for that and recommend that appropriation. 

We have another navigation project in Arkansas and Louisiana, 
the Ouachita and Black Rivers. The Ouachita is an approved pro- 
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gram. They need planning money and our association has endorsed 
it at its 1956 annual convention. We recommend that the budget 
item of $130,000 for planning be included in the fiscal year 1957 
appr opriations. 

The Mobile Ship Channel is another project that is certainly in 
need of consideration from the economy standpoint. On that project, 
work was started in December of last year by contract and $1 million 
was appropriated in the first session of this Congress. It was the 
belief that the contract could be continued through to completion. 
The Corps of Engineers recommended $2,453.000 for 1957 fiscal year 
budget. It was cut to $1,600,000, which would mean that the contract 
work on that project will have to be terminated about December 1956. 

To close it down at that time and to start another contract or adver- 
tise and secure another contract will probably add 25 percent to in 
resultant cost, so that instead of $943,000 being needed in fiscal ye: 
1958, it would probably be in the neighborhood of $1.25 million. We 
think it is economy to appropriate the full amount nee essary to com- 
plete that job in this fiseal year, and we so recommend. 

On the Warrior-Tombigbee Rivers system, we recommend that the 
budget figures as included i in the President’s message be appropriated. 

We have a serious navigation problem in the middle Mississippi 
stretch of the river, from St. Louis to the mouth of the Ohio, at Cairo. 
That portion of the river for navigation purposes is regulated pretty 
much by what we call contraction works—pile dikes. T hey have been 
in there for many years, and they are now in such a state of de- 
terioration that a serious hazard is going to attend the navigation of 
the Mississippi if somthing is not done about it. To correct that 
situation, and this was not a budgeted item, we recommend that the 
amount of $1 million be ap ropriated i in fiscal 1957 to maintain the 
integrity of the river and the transportation system and to replace 
such contraction works as are necessary 

We have another project, the 40-foot channel through Southwest 
Pass of the Mississippi River, and, of course, the bar channel. We 
recommend planning funds in the amount of $300,000 for that project 
which will enable our deep-draft new-type vessels and ships to 
traverse that river. 

We have an adequate channel from there to the port of New Orleans, 
and it seems to be in the public economy to deepen that channel. We 
recommend that $300,000 be appropriated for planning for that 
project. 

The Amite River and tributaries’ requirements, I understand, have 
been presented to this committee, and I will only touch on it to say 
that the Mississippi Valley Association does endorse their recom- 
mendation of a total appropriation of $975,000 to complete the plan- 
ning, and to undertake the necessary construction work on that 
pr oject. 

The Bayou Segnette Waterway in Louisiana is a small channel 
about 1214 miles Tong. It is currently 5 feet deep and 30 feet wide. 
It was designed to accommodate the shrimping and fishing industry 
of that area. Their carriage, of course, must now be designed to 
accommodate larger shrimping and fishing boats than have been 
used in the past. It is necessary, in order to sustain the industry, to 
enlarge this channel to at least interim dimensions which have’ been 
recommended by the Public Works Committee of the House to 7 feet 
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by 60 feet, to determine if it is economically advisable to deepen it to 
9 feet. 

I have already touched on the Mississippi River-gulf outlet project. 

I certainly thank you gentlemen again for your courtesy in hearing 
me and I appreciate it very much. 

Mr. Magnuson. Thank you. 

(The following statement was submitted by Chester C. Thompson 
for insertion in the record :) 


STATEMENT OF CHESTER (, THOMPSON, PRESIDENT, THE AMERICAN WATERWAYS 
OPERATORS, INC., WASHINGTON, D. C., IN SUPPORT OF PLANNING FUNDS FOR 
THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER-GULF OUTLET 


My name is Chester C. Thompson. I am president of the American Water 
ways Operators, Inc., a national association of domestic water carriers and 
operators serving the inland rivers, intracoastal canals and waterways, the bays, 
sounds and harbors of the United States. The association maintains its prin 
cipal office at 1319 F Street NW., Washington, D. C. The members of the asso- 
ciation constitute a substantial and important factor in the national transpor- 
tation system and, as such, are an important element in the national defense 
program, 

The same factors which weighed upon the Congress earlier in this session to 
merit authorization for construction of the Mississippi River-gulf outlet, weigh 
even more favorably now to merit consideration immediately of planning funds 
for the project in order that no time be lost in getting this tidewater ship 
channel in use. 

The fleet of barges and towboats and self-propelled vessels operating over the 

vast network of 15,000 miles of navigable inland waterways channels, for which 
New Orleans is a focal distribution point, continues to grow with new capacity 
being added daily. 

The productive capacity of the farmlands, the factories, the mines, and the 
forests of the 40 States which are interconnected with New Orleans by these 
navigable channels and the rail lines on through routes continues to increase. 
The demands for transportation services to meet the needs of these States for 
carrying raw materials and finished products is likewise increasing. The exten- 
sive, low cost and highly economical inland waterway transportation which 
has played such a tremendous role in the growth, development and prosperity 
of the great midcontinent area is in more demand today than ever before in 
history. 

There is, of course, a direct relationship between this barge commerce which 
flows in and out of New Orleans and the oceangoing commerce which has made 
New Orleans 1 of the first 5 ports of importance in the United States. Barge 
commerce is a part of the general business activity of the port and an important 
factor in the volume of oceangoing traffic handled. 

New Orleans is probably the most important focal point in the Unjted States 
of the flourishing trade route built between this country and the countries of 
the South American Continent. And because of Europe’s continuing need for 
American foodstuffs from the midcontinent area, it is a distribution point for 
this foreign trade. All of which emphasizes the need for this Nation to have 
in the port of New Orleans fully adequate channel facilities and harbor 
facilities. 

Physical limitations now prevent needed expansion of New Orleans’ port 
facilities. The capacity of the docks is taxed to handle the more than 40 million 
tons of traffic moving over them. The cost of maintaining riverfront wharves is 
excessive due to substantial fluctuations in the water level, which also creates 
heavy sedimentation in the channel, requiring periodic dredging and removal. 

The space limitations, the excessive maintenance and operation costs and the 
hazards and uncertainties of operations can be greatly relieved by the now 
authorized tidewater ship channel. 

American Waterways Operators, Inc., believes the proposed tidewater ship 
channel is a completely justified project, of material benefit to the port of New 
Orleans, the people of the midcontinent area, all the transportation media servine 
the port—including the inland water carriers. Its value in our peacetime econ- 
omy is high. Its added value as a part of our national defense program makes 
it even more needed. 
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or these reasons, we strongly urge this subcommittee, as well as the full 
Committee on Appropriations, to report favorably adequate funds as recom- 
mended by the Corps of Engineers to begin planning work on the New Orleans 
Tidewater Ship Channel. 

Mr. Morrison. The next witness will only take a minute. He is Mr. 
H. B. Myer, the chief engineer with the department of public works, 
for the State of Louisiana. 


STATEMENT OF H. B. MYER 


Mr. Myer. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I would 
like to file a brief prepared by the department of public works in sup- 
port of advance engineering and design funds for the Mississippi 
River-Gulf Outlet, and ask that this be made a part of the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


The continued growth of commerce in the Mississippi Valley and the pressing 
need for further port expansion at New Orleans has resulted in congressional 
authorization for construction of the Mississippi River-Gulf outlet. The de- 
partment of public works is highly gratified that the project has reached the 
point where definite plans for its construction can be prepared, and it, therefore, 
submits this brief statement for the purpose of securing sufficient planning 
funds from the 84th Congress so that construction of this great project may 
proceed without undue delay. 

It would be repetitious to outline again the merits of this seaway, for the 
Members of Congress have recently become thoroughly familiar with the great 
need for the facilities which it would provide, and the benefits which it would 
bring to the Nation and particularly to the Mississippi Valley. But we do 
wish to impress upon Congress the necessity for prompt action, and the impor- 
tance of proceeding with the work in an orderly manner. 

The need for this facility has been recognized by navigation and economic 
interests throughout the valley for over 25 years. It has taken a long time 
to advance the project to its present stage. During this period commerce at 
the port of New Orleans has increased tremendously, just as it has in all of 
our great ports. Over the past 10 years traffic in and through New Orleans 
has increased 50 percent from 32,740,000 tons in 1945 to 48,510,000 tons in 
1954. Not only is the port congested by the large number of ships and vessels 
which carry so much of the commerce of our country, but there is no longer 
any room to economically expand port facilities along the riverfront to care 
for the increased traffic. And commerce through this great port will continue 
to increase in the future, stimulated by completion of the St. Lawrence seaway 
and the Calumet-Sag Channel which will link the resources of the Great Lakes 
Basin with those of the Mississippi Valley, the gulf coast, and the resources 
and markets of South America. 

There is no doubt that the Mississippi River-Gulf outlet is important to the 
economy of the United States. But it is also of equal importance to the economy 
of Louisiana and the port city of New Orleans, for local interests will con- 
tribute over $70 million in developing the necessary port facilities. In spending 
the huge sums of money required for the project, it is necessary that plans 
of both local and Federal agencies be coordinated so that the work may proceed 
as an orderly and economical operation. Local interests are ready to begin 
their share of the work, but cannot do so until the Corps of Engineers have 
prepared firmer and more detailed plans, and made further engineering investi- 
gations. 

Concurrent with the great increase in commerce at the port, there has also 
been a rapid influx of industry into the area which is certain to continue into 
the future. It is of utmost importance that planning be undertaken as soon 
as possible so that the canal may be located to best serve these industries. 
Railroads, highways, water and drainage facilities, and docks and wharves will 
have to be planned in advance so that the greatest benefits will be obtained 
from the improvements. These plans will require a great amount of study 
and time to prepare, and must be coordinated with those of the seaway. There 
is a lot of work which must be done before the seaway can be constructed. 

The department of public works, therefore, joins the city of New Orleans and 
navigation interests throughout the Mississippi Valley in requesting Congress 
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to make available to the Corps of Engineers the estimated $300,000 which can 
profitably be spent during fiscal 1957 for advance planning and engineering on 
the authorized Mississippi River-Gulf outlet. 


STATE OF LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WoRKsS, 
CALVIN T. Watts, Director. 
Hu B. Myers, Chief Engineer. 

Mr. Myer. I subscribe to the testimony which Mr. Shortle has given 
on the Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet funds. We have already pre- 
sented a brief on the Amite River and Plaquemine-Morgan City. 

The one reason I would like to advance is that the local interests 
are going to have to advance $60 million to $70 million. In order to 
do their ‘pl: uning, they will have to have the benefit of the planning 
of the Corps of ‘Engineers as soon as possible so they can get their 
program underway. 

Mr. Morrison. Thank you, gentlemen, very kindly for your time. 

Mr. Magnuson. Thank you, “gentlemen. 


JorDAN River, Sarr Lake Crry, Uran, Froop Conrrot Progecr 
WITNESS 


HON. WALLACE F. BENNETT, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF UTAH 


Mr. Maanvuson. We will now be happy to hear from the distin- 
guished member of the other body, Senator Bennett. 

Senator Bennerr. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen: I appreciate the 
opportunity of coming here and I will be very brief. You have 


already heard from my colleagues on three of the matters to which 
I would like to add my voice. One is the upper Colorado storage 
project. Assuming that it will be signed into law by the end of this 
fiscal year, we hope that the $8 million that was provisionally included 
in the budget and that is waiting for that final action will be added. 

The other two projects are already included in the budget, the 
$659,000 for the construction of the Deer Creek pow erplant, and the 
$10,066,000 for the Weber Basin project. I hope you will maintain 
them in the budget. 

I have two other matters to call to the attention of the committee. 
In 1946 a flood-control program on the Jordan River in Salt Lake 
Valley was authorized, dependent on an agreement with the local 
authorities. That agreement has been successfully blocked until this 
year by an individual in the Salt Lake County Commission. We have 
a new commission and the agreement has finally been worked out, so 
that it is possible to begin to construct the Jordan River and surplus 

canal project, which is necessary to carry the floodwaters that come 

into Salt Lake City off of the Wasatch Mountains into the Great Salt 
Lake without the recurring floods inside the city such as we had very 
seriously in 1952. 

The agreement was signed this spring, and on March 23, the Corps 
of Engineers addressed a letter to me which indicates that they will 
require $53,000 to do the necessary planning work before they can 
bring the project to construction status. That money can be very 
effectively used next year. We have waited now for 10 years until we 
could clear the local difficulty out of the way. 
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I hope that the committee can consider adding this amount to the 
budget for that purpose. I am submitting a copy of the letter from 
the Corps of Engineers for the record. 

(Letter referred to follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 28, 1956. 
Hon. WALLACE F. BENNETT, 
United States Senate, Washinyton, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BENNETT: Reference is made to our reply of February 10, 1956, 
to your letter of January 31, 1956, stating that additional data would be fur- 
nished you on the adjusted plan for the Salt Lake City local protection project 
upon its approval by local interests. They have recently approved that plan 
which is presented below. 

The 1946 Flood Control Act authorized the plan of improvement for the Jordan 
River at Salt Lake City as set forth in House Document 562, 79th Congress. 
As stated in our above-mentioned letter, that plan has been adjusted to reflect 
the changes desired by local interests in light of current conditions. Briefly, 
the adjusted plan provides for improvement of the river by excavation and 
levees from Mill Creek downstream to the head of surplus canal; modification 
of the existing structure at the head of the canal; enlargement of that canal 
by excavation and levees from its head downstream to the existing diversion 
structure leading to Goggin drain, an existing secondary distributary to Great 
Salt Lake; reconstruction or modification of 5 railroad and 3 street bridges; and 
modification of an obstructive irrigation diversion and other utilities. 

The current estimated Federal cost of the Salt Lake City project is $1,397,000, 
including $100,000 for preconstruction planning. Local interests have indicated 
that they will meet the cooperation required in connection with the construction 
of the project, including the furnishing of all lands, making utility alterations 
and constructing certain bridges and irrigation works. Construction of this 
project will protect some 2,800 acres of urban and suburban property and 3,000 
acres of adjacent agricultural lands, resulting in estimated annual benefits of 
$123,000. By comparing these benefits to annual costs of $80,800, the benefit-to- 
eost ratio is 14 to 1.0. Accordingly, the adjusted plan of improvement is 
economically justified and is one that will meet the needs of the area. 

As you recall, no funds have been appropriated by Congress for this project’s 
construction. Funds in the amount of $47,000, however, have been made avail- 
able for its detailed planning. Additional funds in the amount of $53,000 will 
be required to bring the project to construction status. The President’s budget 
for fiscal year 1957 does not contain an allocation for continuing that planning 
work. Its completion is dependent on the appropriation of funds therefor. 
You may be assured that we shall be prepared to complete that planning and 
initiate subsequent construction soon after funds are made available therefor. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Major General, USA, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 
Senator Bennett. The other matter is the $22,100 which is in- 


cluded in the President’s budget for the interim survey on the Jordan 
River and the Parleys Canyon Dam project. I hope you gentlemen 
will leave that in, so that we may go forward with that very impor- 
tant project. It is small, but, again, it may prevent very serious 
floods in Salt Lake City if we can get the dam built. 

Gentlemen, that is the extent of my testimony. I appreciate the 
opportunity of coming here. I will leave my material for the record. 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 


I am pleased to have the opportunity of appearing before this distinguished 


subcommittee to testify on 5 vital projects in the State of Utah; first, I refer 
to 2 flood-control projects : 


FLOOD CONTROL 


1. Jordan River and surplus project (construction planning) : In 1952, thou- 
sands of homes in Salt Lake City and virtually the entire industrial area were 
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flooded by rampaging streams flowing out of the canyons north and east of the 
city. Moreover, flooding of basements or much worse damage is an annual 
hazard along the tributaries of the Jordan and along the Jordan River itself as 
as well as appurtenant Surplus canal. 

Since 1952, I have been working with officials of Salt Lake County, the city 
of Salt Lake, the local chamber of commerce, and the Army Corps of Engineers 
to perfect a workable program to prevent these annual and oftentimes devastat- 
ing floods such as that of 1952. 

Through the able efforts of Salt Lake County Commissioner LaMont Gunder- 
son, an agreement was reached only this month with the Corps of Engineers to 
construct the $1,397,000 Jordan River and Surplus canal project authorized by 
Congress in the 1946 Flood Control Act. Construction of the project will protect 
some 2,800 acres of urban and suburban property and 3,000 acres of adjacent 
agricultural lands, resulting in annual benefits of $123,000. 

Briefly, the project calls for widening and deepening of the Surplus canal 
from 21st South in Salt Lake City to the Great Salt Lake. Once this work is 
completed, the county will be able to shut off the flow of water into the Jordan 
River at 21st South and avert much of the flooding along the Jordan proper 
such as occurred in 1952 and in many other years with somewhat less severity. 
In addition, the new plan calls for improvement of the river by excavation and 
levees from Mill Creek downstream to the head of Surplus canal. 

Since the agreement was reached just this month, there are no funds in the 
present budget for this project. However, the Corps of Engineers assured me 
in a letter on March 23, which I submit for the record, that $53,000 will be re- 
quired to bring the project to construction status and that the $53,000 can be 
efficiently utilized this year. 

I sincerely urge that the committee recommend the required $53,000 for 
advance engineering and design of the project so that it will be ready for con- 
struction next year. The project was authorized in 1946 but was blocked by 
the county commission in 1951. If the work had been done in 1946 or even 1951, 
much of the damage of the 1952 flood would have been prevented. 

The local people are fully willing to bear their share of the work ineluding 
the furnishing of the lands, making utility alterations, and construction of cer- 
tain bridges and irrigation works. 

2. Interim survey on the Jordan River (the Parleys Canyon Dam): The sec- 
ond project in the multifaceted program on which I am working for flood control 
in and near Salt Lake City, is the interim survey on the Jordan River which 
calls for a dam in Parleys Canyon east of Salt Lake City. 

You would recall from my testimony before this committee last year the great 
need for this dam as a keystone in flood protection for the area to catch the 
spring runoff or flash floods so far as possible. The dam would keep the flood- 
waters from pouring out of Parleys Canyon across the east bench of Salt Lake 
City, flooding homes as it goes and then adding to the floods along the Jordan 
River and the surplus canal. 

Twenty-two thousand and one hundred dollars is included in the President’s 
budget to complete the survey of the dam this year. I hope that this committee 
will include the full amount in its recommendations so that the Parleys Canyon 
Dam will be ready for authorization next year. I hope also to be able to 
introduce such a bill. The schedule of the Corps of Bngineers calls for official 
submission of the report on the dam late in 1956. 

It is my hope that next year will see the Corps of Engineers embark on a full 
and comprehensive survey of the entire Jordan River Basin extending through 
Utah and Salt Lake Counties as authorized in 1938. The broad survey has been 
held in abeyance pending authorization of the central Utah participating project 
of the upper Colorado project. Now that the project is so near authorization, 
I hope the corps will immediately begin plans for a comprehensive survey of the 
entire Jordan drainage system including tributaries flowing out of the Wasatch. 


RECLAMATION 


1. Upper Colorado River storage project: President Eisenhower on page M61 
of his fiscal 1957 budget message said of the upper Colorado project: 

“T again urge * * * (its) * * * authorization and have made provision in 
this budget under proposed legislation for * * * (its) * * * initiation.” 

I understand that $8 million is provisionally included in the present budget 
for the upper Colorado project and that the President will send a request to 
Congress immediately upon passage and signing of the bill. 
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It now seems virtually certain that the project will receive the approval of 
both Congress and the President. I hope that this committee will immediately 
thereafter recommend the full $8 million and include it in the present public 
works appropriation bill if it is at all possible. 

The initial funds will be used principally to begin work on the Glen Canyon 
Dam under present Bureau of Reclamation plans. It is imperative that this 
and the other main stem dams be started now for even after completion, it will 
take an additional 10 to 15 years to fill the large Glen Canyon Reservoir. It is 
folly to allow the waters of the Colorado River to continue flowing wasted into 
the Pacific Ocean. 

These initial projects will all repay their full cost with interest to the Federal 
Government, and the value and justification of the entire project is eminently 
evidenced by the overwhelming approval which it received in passing both the 
House and the Senate. 

2. Deer Creek power plant—reclamation: Last year, Congress appropriated 
$300,000 to begin work on a powerplant on the Deer Creek Dam near Provo, 
Utah, which was authorized in 1942. This year, the President’s budget rec- 
ommends $659,000 for the orderly construction of the plant and I urge this com- 
mittee to allow the full amount. 

The 5,000 kilowatt capacity plant is vitally needed since rising costs have put 
a definite and serious squeeze on the Provo River Water Users Associations in 
repaying for the original project. Furthermore, the power revenues will enable 
the association to purchase the so-called winter power water above Echo Reser- 
voir on the Weber River and divert it to the Deer Creek Reservoir. This is par- 
ticularly important in water-short years such as the last 3 years for no other 
alternative source of water is available to meet local needs. 

3. Weber Basin reclamation projects: The President’s budget calls for an 
appropriation of $10,066,000 for the Weber Basin reclamation project, and I 
hope that the committee will recommend the full amount for several water- 
starved communities in Davis County will receive water by the spring of 1957, 
if the money is appropriated. The cities of Clearfield, Layton, Sunset, Latona, 
and Clinton will receive the primary municipal benefit next year, in addition 
to the benefits to agriculture. 


Mr. Magnuson. Thank you very much, Senator Bennett. 
Senator Bennett. Thank you. 


Turspay, Marcu 27, 1956. 
Success AND TERMINUS Dam ProgeEctTs 


WITNESS 


HON. HARLAN HAGEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Kirwan. The committee will come to order. 

You may proceed, Congressman Hagen. 

Mr. Hacen. Mr. Chairman and honorable committee members, I 
will demonstrate this quickly. This is the backbone of the Sierras. 

As a matter of fact, Mount Whitney, the highest peak in the United 
States, is back there. The flood problem is a recurrent one because 
every year the snow falls in the mountains, the rain clouds come over 
the coast, the ones that are not caught on the coast are caught in these 
mountains. 

It is like loading up a revolver every year. The snowfall is too 
heavy or if it melts too quickly or if there is a warm rain or snow- 
melt which kicks the water down too fast, you have a flood problem. 
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There are two projects here. This is the site of the proposed 
Terminus Dam. This is the Kaweah River with forks coming in 
out of these various mountains. 

Down below here is the Success Dam site, which is on the Tule River 
which originates back up in these mountains here. 

In here with these red stickers I have marked some of the communi- 
ties which exist. Here in the city of Woodlake, which was under 
water in December of 1955. 

Here is the city of Visalia, which is a population area of 25,000 
people which was twice under water, in December 1955 and again in 
January 1956. 

Here is a small community of Farmersville. Here is the city of 
Porterville, which is a population area of 15,000, sitting on the edge of 
Tule River, which will be spanned by the Success Dam. 

Here is the small community of Woodville, one of Farmersville. 

Here is the city of Tulare, which was not flooded this last flood, but it 
could easily have been. 

Down here we have a small community of Tipton and over here a 
community of Corcoran, one of Waukena, and then Tulare Lake. 

Iam sure the chairman is familiar with this area because he has been 
out there, and [ think Mr. Jensen is, too. 

This lake here is no longer a lake. Originally it was frequently a 
lake, but the input of w ater has been reduced by the fact of the Pine 
Flat Dam on the Kings River and the Isabella Dam on the south fork 
of Kern River has been built. 

So, however, many sections of very valuable farmland were flooded 
in December and thereafter this year. 

Now, I would like to point out that these projects, the Terminus Dam 
up here and the Success Dam up here were authorized in 1944. 

There has been to date about $511,000 spent on the Success Dam 
with complete planning on it. It is now ready to be constructed. 

Mr. Bo.anp. Strictly for the flood control ? 

Mr. Hacen. There is some minor irrigation benefit. There is some 
capacity built in it for reregulation of irr rigation water. 

On the Terminus Dam up here the Government has already expended 
$300,000. We are asking for sufficient money to complete the plan- 
ning on this and initiate ¢ ‘onst? uction. 

Now I shall point out that both of these items are in the budget. The 
amount requested by the Army engineers with approval of the Bureau 
of the Budget and the President is $558,000 for the Terminus project 
up here, and $2,490,000 for the Success project for the south. 

The people in Visalia who were twice under water within recent 
months would like to see an even more rapid progress on the Terminus 
Dam. 

I would respectfully suggest that if possible you might appropriate 
a million dollars rather than the $558,000. 

The Army has indicated that if some of their commitments do not 
materialize, they do have the manpower to expend a million dollars in 
the coming fiscal year. 

I will just mention the projects were justified originally by reason 
of the ever-constant flood danger. 

The wisdom of that original authorization was redemonstrated in 
December and January recently by the flood. It estimated that floods 
damaged farmlands in this area in excess of 72,000 acres of very 
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diversified croplands devoted to peaches and largely non-price- 
supported crops, that there was $20 million damage to farmland, farm 
equipment, and farm crops alone, and the city of Visalia right here 
suffered approximately $5 million additional damage and there was 
damage in this whole area which I have outlined in green. 

Mr. Bo.tanp. Where was the heaviest damage ? 

Mr. Hagen. Of course, the city of Visalia hi ad the highest property 
damage. It is a very nice community and it was twice under water. 

In a small area that would be the single largest damage I would 
say. However, some of these peach orchards and walnut orchards, 
and so forth, were almost made unusable, with the debris deposited 
on them and silt and so forth. 

But it is estimated that the damage was $20 million to farm prop- 
erty exclusive of the dwellings on the farms. 

I would also like to point out that in the traditional program of 
the Army engineers they perform a good samaritan mission, more or 
less. They go in and reh: nabilits ate channels, and so forth. 

It is estimated that the expenditure of the Army engineers them- 
selves as a result of these floods which could have been avoided by 
these two dams, totals approximately $1 million. 

The Federal Civil Defense Administration spent considerable 
money and various other Government agencies. 

This is a matter of good economies and I have covered that subject 
in my statement. 

I would like to say that T will supplant my statement to you with 
this prepared statement. I appreciate the time you have given me 
and would request your approval of at least the ‘budget ary item re- 


quested and, if possible, the expansion of the appropriation on Ter- 
minus Dam to $1 million. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Congressman Hagen. 

(The formal statement of Mr. H: agen is as follows:) 


Gentlemen, this prepared statement will supplement the extemporaneous 
remarks that I have just made concerning the appropriations proposed by Army 
engineers with respect to Success and Terminus Dams in my district. This 
statement, prepared in advance, may duplicate some of the remarks I have 
already made for emphasis. You are probably quite familiar with this subject, 
because appropriations for each of these projects have been before this com- 
mittee frequently since 1944, when they were authorized by Public Law 534, 78th 
Congress, chapter 665, 2d session: moreover, I have recently written to each of 
you with respect to them and sent to each of you special editions of local news- 
papers graphically portraying the damage caused by the Tule and Kaweah 
Rivers in flood stage in December of 1955 and January of 1956. It can reason- 
ably be stated that the Terminus Dam on the Kaweah River and the Success 
Dam on the Tule River would have prevented the recent flood damage to 
which I refer. 

Each of these projects was the subject of a long study by the Corps of 
Engineers and local people which culminated in 1944 in their authorization by 
the sound judgment of the Congress. Since said original authorization amounts 
of money have been appropriated from time to time for each of them in the 
amount of $511,000 for complete planning on Success Dam, and $393,000 for 
partial planning on Terminus Dam. The original authorization by the Congress 
and these continued appropriations by your committee should indicate the 
validity of ultimate Federal construction of these projects. 

But ultimate construction is not enough in this instance, as was demonstrated 
by floods in late December of 1955 and early January of this year. The floods 
in question caused vast damage in pure monetary terms. It is estimated by 
responsible local people that approximately $20 million of damage to farm crops, 
machinery, and lands occurred, and this does not include damage to farm homes: 
$15 million of this damage was attributable to the Kaweah River and $5 million 
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to the Tule River. The city of Visalia, a population center of approximately 
25,000 people, suffered an estimated $4 million damage to private and public 
property, and this is only one of the cities which was so affected. It is estimated 
that the county of Tulare incurred property loss somewhere between $500,000 
to $750,000 damage to roads and bridges. As I will point out, part of this cost 
was paid by the Federal Government, according to programs which were estab- 
lished in the wise judgment of Congress and the President. This loss, which 
omits the factor of personal hardship and suffering, was tragic because it can 
certainly be said that no damage of any substantial character would have 
occurred had Success Dam and Terminus Dam been in being. 

I am submitting for your files some information which I have received from 
official Government agencies on this current damage question. I ask leave that 
these documents be inserted in the record at this point in my statement. The 
first is a letter of February 21, 1956, from the Civil Defense Administrator to 
me reflecting that $15,442,000 worth of damage occurred from the flooding of the 
Kaweah and Tule Rivers. The second document is a letter dated January 31, 
1956, addressed to me by the Commissioner of Reclamation reflecting that damage 
to the Friant-Kern Canal from the flooding of these rivers approximated 
$250,000. I am currently advised that this estimated amount has been revised 
upward to in excess of $500,000. This is a complete Federal expense. 

The third document is a letter addressed to me by the Army engineers on 
February 15, 1956, reflecting a total of $15,500,000 damage. It is my under- 
standing received from the Federal Civil Defense Administration that that 
agency will have made a direct expenditure of $233,000 by reason of these 
floods, in approving applications under Public Law 875. I was advised yester- 
day by the Army engineers that their out-of-pocket expenditures for rehabili 
tative work will approximate $1 million. From these figures it appears that by 
reason of these floods the Federal Government itself will be out of pocket 
approximately $1,800,000. This figure fails to reflect the fact that revenues 
to the Federal Treasury from income and other taxes from this area will be 
radically reduced this vear by virtue of flood-damage credits. There is a pos- 
sibility, also, that further expenditures by the Federal Government will be 
made from the Federal highway program. These figures indicate the urgency 
of the problem because 1 have invited your attention to only 1 flood which 
occurred in 2 stages. Floods of slightly lesser magnitude from the same 
streams occurred in 1937, 1939, 1943, 1945, and 1950, with large damage to 
publie and private property and some admitted Federal expenditure, the amonnt 
of which is unknown to me. This record of flooding indicates that floods will 
occur again with these same or similar expenditures of money if the dams in 
question are not promptly built. As a matter of fact, with the heavy snow pack 
currently resting in the mountains at the headwaters of these rivers, further 
floods could occur this year, in the event of a too-rapid snow melt or extraor- 
dinary rainfall, or a combiation of both. These considerations indicate the 
urgent necessity for these appropriations in order that the work of constructing 
each of these dams begin quickly for the maximum benefit both of the local 
people and of the Federal Government. 

The value of property which potentially lies within the path of future floods 
is worth hundreds of millions of dollars. The farming areas can be character- 
ized as areas of small farms devoted to very high-caliber usage in the produc- 
tion of crops of a highly diversified nature, only a small percentage of which 
are in surplus supply in this country. There are numerous fine communities 
in the path of potential floodwaters. I will list them with approximate popnu- 
lations. toe wit: 


Communities : People 
Woodlake ee : a 2a 
Veena i... * at ‘a exceed ; 25, 000 
Farmersville _ 2 Z é 1,000 
Perterville_____- : : yates ee os __ 15, 000 
Polere 2s a 2-20 5- F ; Pe Bae ; ee 20. 000 


There are other populous communities, but I have given you sufficient of them 
to indicate the magnitude of the problem. 

All of these facts add up to the conclusion that the money sought by me is a 
ood investment for the Federal Government, both directly and indirectly. 
I would ask your approval of an anpropriation of $2,490,000 for the Suecess Dam 
and $1,058,000 for the Terminus Dam. TI have before this committee H. R. 8629 
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which requests $2,132,000 for the Terminus Dam and H. R. 8630 requesting 
$2,500,000 for the Success Dam. The request of the constructing agency itself, 
approved by the Bureau of the Budget, is for $2,490,000 for Success Dam and 
558,000 for Terminus Dam; however, the Corps of Engineers has indicated that 
in the fiscal year you are considering they could profitably spend an additional 
$500,000 provided their workload on other projects did not materialize as 
anticipated. 

In order to indicate the urgency of the need for this money I should point 
out that initially the administration had recommended no appropriation for 
Suecess Dam and only $58,000 for Terminus Dam. The floods in December, 
however, dramatized the need for a more rapid action on both of these projects. 
As a result, a resurvey was undertaken by the Corps of Engineers and by the 
Budget Bureau and the increased amounts indicated were therefore approved. 

I have in my possession a list of responsible governmental, fraternal, and 
other groups who have endorsed these projects. They total 55, and I ask 
that a list of them be inserted in the record at this point. 

By way of conclusion, I would refer to the fact that in the past, in response 
to complaints to me, that these projects were not engineeringly feasible or could 
be accomplished by building a series of smaller dams, I asked the Army for 
comment on this question. In fact, they resurveyed their own engineering 
and concluded that the projects as they have been presented to the Congress 
in the past were the best and most economical solution of the overwhelming 
weight of flood-control problems in the areas in question. If any opposition 
to these dams exists presently, it is negligible. I quite recently mailed out a 
questionnaire to the residents of Tulare and Kings Counties about the need for 
immediate action on these two projects, and the returns were overwhelmingly 
in favor of such immediate action. I would not be before you today urging 
the appropriations in question if I did not feel that I was reflecting the over- 
whelming opinion of my people and action in their best interests. 


HARLAN HAGEN, Wember of Congress. 


FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION, 
NATIONAL OFFICE, 
Battle Creek, Mich., February 21, 1956. 
Hon. HARLAN HAGEN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Hacen: The following information received from our regional office 
at Santa Rosa, Calif., is furnished with reference to your letter of January 19, 
1956, and our acknowledgment of January 30, 1956. 

The preliminary estimates of flood damage incurred in Tulare County made 
in cooperation with Federal agencies participating in the disaster operations in 
the area are as follows: 





Public Private 
property property 


$1, 301, 000 $11, 400, 000 
250, 000 2, 100, 000 
300, 000 


13, 800, 000 


If we can be of further assistance to you in this regard, please call on me. 
Sincerely, 
H. L. AUTHEN 
(For Val Peterson). 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BuREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., January $1, 1956. 
Hon. HARLAN HAGEN, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. HaGeEn: This is in response to the request for information con 
cerning flood damage by the Christmas floods in Tulare County, contained in your 
letter of January 19, 1956. 

The Bureau of Reclamation was immediately concerned with damage to the 
Friant-Kern Canal. <A survey of flood damage which will require immediate re- 
pairs to place the canal in operation for the start of the irrigation season on Feb- 
ruary 1, 1956, reveals that cost of repairs will approximate $250,000. In general, 
the area of major damage covers a distance of about S miles along the canal, from 
above the St. Johns River siphon to the Mineral King State Highway siphon, and 
includes a considerable amount of canal bank and canal lining failures which will 
require restoration. Major runoff occurred down the St. Johns and the Kaweah 
Rivers. However, runoff down the Tule River destroyed a canal operating bridge. 
A major item of repair work will be the removal of mud and debris up to 9 feet 
deep out of the canal and siphons. The Bureau is taking emergency measures to 
repair the damage prior to the irrigation season. 

Needless to mention, flood damage to privately owned agricultural and irriga- 
tion facilities was also considerable. As regards general flood damage in Tulare 
County other than that with which the Bureau of Reclamation has direct concern, 
we have contacted the Office of the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, who 
has primary responsibility in flood control, and we are advised that that Office is 
currently gathering pertinent data for your use. 

We are happy to be of service to you. Please advise if we can be of further 
assistance in this problem. 

Sincerely yours, 
EB. G. NIELSEN, Acting Commissioner. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington 25, D. 0., February 15, 1956. 
Hon. HARLAN HAGEN, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DeAR Mr. HaGen: This is in further response to your letter of January 19, 1956, 
requesting information on recent flood damages in Tulare County, Calif. A tele- 
phonic report on this matter has been received from the division engineer of our 
South Pacific division. 

Our field appraisal of flood damages in Tulare County for the December and 
January floods are not complete although approximate estimates of the total 
damages have been compiled. These estimates are considered to be tentative 
and therefor subject to modification after completion of the field surveys and 
analysis of the basic data. The appraisals thus far completed are limited to 
direct damages and do not include an evaluation of the indirect damages: 


Kaweah River $12, 700, 000 
Tule River 2, 400, 000 
Minor streams 400, 000 


15, 500, 000 


The breakdown between public and private ownership is estimated at $13,800,- 
000 for private facilities and $1,700,000 for publicly owned facilities. 

I may mention that had the authorized Success and Terminus Reservoirs 
projects on the Tule and Kaweah Rivers been constructed and placed in opera- 
tion, it is estimated that they would have prevented flood damages estimated at 
about $2,400,000 and $12 million, respectively. 

In response to your questions, $4,600,000 has been authorized to be appropriated 
for the basin project (Success and Terminus Reservoirs projects) and the current 
estimated project cost is $32,500,000. Accordingly, additional authorization will 
be required prior to the present (authorization) balance of $3,696,000 being ex- 
hausted. We will be prepared, during the appropriations hearings, to answer 
questions and furnish detailed information on the project. 

Sincerely yours, E. C. ITscHNER, 
Major General, United States Army, Assistant Chief of Engineers for 
Oivil Works. 
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KESOLUTIONS, SUCCESS AND TERMINUS DAMS 
Name of organization Date of resolution 


Kaweah Chapter, Daughters of American Revolution, Visalia, Jan. 3, 1956. 
Calif. 


Woodlake City Council... 22 0$5405262 est i tkcecuensccwas Jan. 9, 1956 
Business and Professional Women’s Club, Visalia, Calif-.-_..---- Jan. 12, 1956. 
Raster Desibver 0b Cmgmeree ..in ohn ek se nh int sens Jan. 14, 1956. 
Tulare County Chamber of Commerce, Visalia, Calif-._-._...----- Jan. 17, 1956. 
ey ps PE a ee i aa ane iie me Do. 
Tulare County Cabrillo Civic Club No, 12.-.--.~-...--.----.... Jan. 18, 1956. 
POR SMR 6 sk a a eric eet Do. 
American Legion Post No. 20, Porterville, Calif.._..._._._.__------ Do. 

mae fend Rotary Old oi 2 ssc cwensiweasiiionn Jan. 19, 1956. 
Palo Verde Union School (board of trustees), Tulare, Calif.___-- Do. 


Southern Tulare County Sportsmen Association, Porterville, Jan. 20, 1956. 
Calif. 


League of California Cities, Berkeley, Calif._._..___.---._------ Do. 
Lower Tule River Irrigation District, Porterville, Calif._._...--- Jan. 31, 1956. 
Lemon Cove Ditch Co., Lemon Cove, Calif..............--.-. Feb. 3, 1956. 
Salyer Land: Co., Corcoran, Calitics cccicsiiincciciwvcsincwge Feb. 8, 1956. 
Porterville Junior Chamber of Commerce_____----------------- Mar. 6, 1956. 
Board of Directors of the Lions Club of Lindsay_____.-_--_----- Do. 
Tere COURT BORE TOCA nicks sunk eins nei se Jan. 23, 1956. 
Tulare County Taxpayers’ Association_____.___-_..___--.--... Feb. 15, 1956. 
Farmersville County Water District, Farmersville, Calif....c-- Mar. 5, 1956. 
Ener tary COnpnel. ... 5 eR ne eee eeeumesiwoniu Mar. 12, 1956. 
Olt CpommCEE, Mkt ek Ty iis i hk sj cnt Heidt d cits Do. 
lanGeay Cpamver oF DOmmerc’........<2 050... eateiinnnns Mar. 13, 1956. 
Poer SV CNRITO Oe os cic aeins ewan eeeee Do. 
ee Sg | ee eS Oe ee a a ee eee Do. 
rT TO ON i a as ec nis ce ac gis im el i aati Do. 
Toler County Board of Supervisors... Wn owe. nce cccnccn Mar. 20, 1956. 
California State Council of Carpenters.__..................... Mar. 3, 1956. 
EI ici cine aisle Rie ete seicsintbiins mienink bonctiabiatanneiaciatenies Mar. 8, 1956. 
ls ws sh aiceeninmniims cba shh nbaonarenis Mar. 13, 1956. 
Tulare Auxiliary No. 1484, Fraternal Order of Eagles.__.....__- - Do. 
ears Eh TEE naa wits ict set ttcicretcivpinsntneeenencesmoemence Do. 
Lindsay-Strathmore Irrigation District.-.................._____ Do. 
Américan Bea Cross, Tilare Chapter. 2 ee. Mar. 15, 1956. 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, Tulare, Post No. 2002_______________ Do. 
Wary wae, ure 8 ers ek a od) ok Do. 
Sa Te OP SPIT ICL, PONCIT INO ki ee ence eennccnd tone Mar. 19, 1956. 
Kings County Board of Supervisors__.....__._...._.____._____ Mar. 20, 1956. 


RESOLUTIONS IN SUPPORT OF Success DAM 





Name of organization Date of resolution 
City of PORTER. 6 ii is a a i ih in Bhs Se See in Jan. 3, 1956. 
IR an a al ae Feb. 1956. 
ee EE i, aI FARO oc pres x se reverence ch enter eve merase Feb. 18, 1956. 
POremewilee: SUesPeeen SPMINNO. oo Seo Sess Mar. 6, 1956. 
Porson moun) Seren, EOriee valle... oonnomunooncunonmannem Mar. 1, 1956. 
Hubbs and Miner Ditch Co., Porterville___.____.-_____.____-._. Mar. 16, 1956. 
Woodville Chamber of Commerce, Porterville__..______________ Do. 
Peplar Irvigatiom Oe.,' Porterville ws is ci ccc cn sla Mar. 22, 1956. 
Fraternal Order of Eagles No. 1351, Porterville, Calif__.________ Mar. 19, 1956. 


RESOLUTIONS IN SUPPORT OF TERMINUS DAM 


Name of organization Date of resolution 
Sequoia Walnut Growers Association, Visalia_.._.....-_-.-..--__ Jan. —, 1956. 
Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District, Visalia___._.-_____- Jan. 3, 1956. 
Terminus Dam Project Committee, Hanford_.__.._.____.-..__-_- Jan. 11, 1956. 
Visalia Sportsman’s Association, Visalia........._......__.__- Jan, 12, 1956. 
DARA a ORIEL EE, INE cits ons Bh mrp erdten hc <Prev eins > ark ibenp Jan. 16, 1956. 
City Commis OF Tine CLiy Gk OIG en tg ik ote tee Do. 


Visalia Junior Chamber of Commerce, Visalia_________ _____ ee Jan. 17. 1955. 
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SoLANo, RicumMonp Harsor AND San JOAQUIN AND SrocKToN 
CHANNEL PROJECTS 


WITNESSES 


HON. JOHN F. BALDWIN, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

E. H. UHL, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, SOLANO COUNTY, CALIF. 

HOWARD STODDARD, ENGINEER, SOLANO COUNTY WATER CON- 
SERVATION DISTRICT 

THOMAS H. CARLSON, CITY ATTORNEY, RICHMOND, CALIF. 

JOHN J. SHERIDAN, MAYOR, CITY OF RICHMOND, CALIF. 

YATES F. HAMM, ATTORNEY, ANTIOCH, CALIF. 

WALTER B. HOGAN, CONSULTING ENGINEER, PORT OF STOCKTON, 
CALIF. 


Mr. Kirwan. Our next witness will be Congressman Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Chairman, there are 3 projects on which we 
have been scheduled to testify that apply to the Sixth District of 

California. We are planning to handle them in order, the Solano 
project and the Richmond Harbor project and San Joaquin River 
and Stockton Channel. 

For the Solano project, there is a sum of $12,200,000 in the budget. 
We are here to respectfully request that full sum be appropriated 
because we feel it is most essential and I know the experience of this 
committee has indicated that once a project of this type gets under- 
way, that it is =r to coordinate construction of the various 
parts of the project. 

The $12,200,000 will make possible the completion of the main dam; 
will keep the diversion dam moving on schedule, and largely complete 
it, and will continue work on the main canal in a coordinated basis 
so that we will get the water to the users as rapidly as possible. 

I might say that getting the water to the users is becoming more 
urgent ‘all the time because the water table in the farming areas in 
Solano County is steadily going down. 

The communities that are going to use this water are dependent on 
wells and their condition is getting more critical—they are growing 
steadily. 

The completion of the project at the earliest. possible moment will 
not only make available water for those farmers and communities, 
but will also mean reimbursement to the Federal Government all 
the sooner. 

Now I would like to introduce Mr. Ed Uhl. This is the 17th 
time he has been before a congressional committee to testify on behalf 
of this project. 

Mr. Kirwan. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF E. H. UHL 


Mr. Unu. My name is E. H. Uhl. I am popeatens in support of 
the appropriation for the Solano project in California. 

My appearance before this committee is authorized by, and on 
behalf of the Board of Superv isors of Solano County, as well as for 
the Solano County Water Council, of which I am an executive com- 
mittee member. 
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My occupation is farming. For the last 38 years I have been 
growing a wide variety of crops in the service area of the Solano 
project. I have irrigated, and I have dry-farmed. I have raised 
livestock, deciduous fruits, hay, and grain. 

At present I own and lease 1,080 acres of dry farming within the 
boundaries of the Solano Irrigation District, or adjacent thereto. 

Further, I own and lease 1,200 acres of irrigated crops in another 
irrigation district located in the eastern portion of Solano County. 

Ever since the Solano project was first proposed some 33 years ago, 
I have followed its progress. This is my 17th appearance before the 
legislative committees considering its authorizations and appropria- 
tions. This experience surely qualifies me to give this committee the 
facts relating to the need for appropriating the full $12,200,000 which 
is in the President’s budget for this project for the fiscal year 1956-57. 

The need for completion of the Monticello Dam, diversion dam, 
and main canal, becomes more important every year. The water table 
of the entire county continues to recede. Farmers and cities are drill- 
ing deeper and more expensively each succeeding year. Time is run- 
ning out. 

At the moment the dam is 40 percent completed. By obtaining the 
full amount of $12,200,000, the dam will have been completed before 
the heavy rains and ready for storage. Had it been completed last 
December, the reservoir would have retained 800,000 acre-feet, thereby 
making it half full in a single season. 

Further, it would have prevented considerable flood damage. Con- 
struction is also underway on the first section of the main canal. The 
appropriation now in the budget will permit the completion of the 

- Monticello Dam, the diversion dam, and the first section of the main 
canal. 

This permits construction to progress in an orderly and economical 
manner, and will permit completion of the main project on schedule. 
This is surely in the best interest of both the United States and the 
people of the county of Solano. 

Mr. Chairman, we request the full appropriation as now budgeted, 
to be approved. 

Mr. Batpwiy. Mr. Howard Stoddard, the engineer of the Solano 
district. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD STODDARD 


Mr. Sropparp. As engineer for the Solano County flood-control 
water-conservation district, as well as the Solano Irrigation District, 
I reviewed the program for construction with the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and it appears to be entirely reasonable and sufficient, and it would 
justify the appropriation of the full amount requested in the budget. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. 

Mr. Batpwin. We have a witness here for the Richmond Harbor 
project. I will introduce him in 1 minute. 

I would like to mention that the Richmond Harbor project received 
the first $500,000 last year of the total of $2,350,000 that the Corps of 
Engineers state will do the job. 

I have, and would like to submit in evidence, a letter from Major 
General Itschner of the Corps of Engineers stating that it would be 
both feasible and economical for the Corps of Engineers to utilize a 
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total of $1,850,000 in fiscal year 1957 to permit completion of all author- 
ized new work and dredging in Richmond Harbor. 

There is in the budget $1 million and this letter from General 
Itschner indicates they could easily and economically use the full 
remaining amount of $1,850,000. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D. C., February 6, 1956. 
Hon. JoHN F, BALDWIN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DrEaR Mr. BALDWIN: Reference is made to your letter of February 1, 1956, con- 
cerning the Richmond Harbor project in California, and asking to be advised 
what is the maximum sum of money which the Corps of Engineers could profitably 
expend on this project in fiscal year 1957. 

As you have stated, the President’s budget for fiscal year 1957 contains an 
appropriation request of $1 million to continue the improvement of Richmond 
Harbor as authorized by the 1954 River and Harbor Act. It would be both 
feasible and economical for the Corps of Engineers to utilize an additional 
$850,000 for construction of this improvement during the next fiscal year. An 
appropriation of $1,850,000 in fiscal year 1957 would permit completion of al! 
authorized new work dredging in Richmond Harbor. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Major General, U. S A., 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 

Mr. Batpwin. Weare here to point out that this recommendation of 
General Itschner is also indicated by certain other developments which 
have occurred in the Richmond Harbor. 

I would like to mention what they are. In the last year we have 
had two tankers grounded at serious cost to get them off the mud. 

I have and would like to submit in evidence a letter from the Union 
Oil Company of California. It is building a $6 million plant in the 
inner harbor on the basis that there will be a 35-foot depth in the inner 
harbor. 

It is estimated it will be completed in 1957. This again points out 
the need of having that inner harbor completed by 1957 so that these 
tankers can get in and out of the harbor. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 

UNION O11 COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA, 
San Francisco 20, Calif., March 21, 1956. 
Mr. Epwin 8S. HowEL., 
City Manager of Richmond, Calif., 
City Hall, Richmond, Calif. 

DEAR Mr. HOWELL: On the assurance of the district corps of United States 
Army engineers in San Francisco that Richmond, Calif., inner harbor channel 
will be dredged to 35 feet mean lower low water, starting in 1957, the Union 
Oil Company of California is building the large plant and the 2-berth wharf on 


harbor channel. We are assured that this channel will be maintained at a 
30-foot controlling depth until 1957. 


We want to emphasize to the city of Richmond the necessity of the dredging 
to 35 feet be accomplished as soon as possible in order to eliminate delays to our 


Union Oil Co.’s ships are currently calling at the terminals Parr No. 1 and 
Parr No. 5. It is necessary to work the tides at the present time because of the 
shallow depth of water. It is also necessary to use 2 tug boats when 1 would 
suffice if channel had a 35-foot depth. 


75294—56—pt. 136 
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The size of our ships run up to 18,000 deadweight tons with a draft of up to 
51 feet. None draw less than 29 feet. We have 1 of the 18,000-ton vessels in 
parr No. 1 today and have another going into that terminal tomorrow. 

Anything that you may do to expedite the dredging of the Richmond inner 
harbor channel will be greatly appreciated by us. 

Yours very truly, 
L. L. LisHMAN, Port Captain. 


Mr. Barpwin. I would also like to submit in evidence a letter from 
the Texas Co. which now has a dock in the inner harbor and points 
out that its tankers can only get in and out at high water. 

As soon as the 35-foot depth of water is available it will use a dif- 
ferent type of tanker than it is using at the present time. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


THE Texas Co., 
Los Angeles 15, Calif., March 22, 1956. 
RICHMOND CITY MANAGER’S OFFICE, 
Richmond, Calif. 
(Attention: Mr. John Garvey.) 

GENTLEMEN: It is my understanding that representatives of the city of Rich- 
mond, Calif., will visit Washington, D. C., in the near future regarding the 
deepening of the Richmond inner harbor and other harbor improvements. 

This letter will advise that deeper water in the Richmond inner harbor includ- 
ing the Santa Fe and Lauritzen Channels as well as the waterways into said 
inner harbor would be of material advantage to the Texas Co. 

At present the Texas Co. is limited to so-called T2 type tankers due to avail- 
able water depth. In some instances it has been necessary even using T2 vessels 
to wait outside for the tide to insure plenty of water for our ships. 

If 35’ 0’’ plus water in and to Richmond inner harbor were made available 
the Texas Co. would be able to use larger tankers into its Richmond, Calif. ter- 
minal which would be highly desirable, particularly with our estimated increased 
future use of Texaco products in the San Francisco Bay area. 

For your information and use in obtaining any harbor improvements at Rich- 
mond, Calif. 

Yours very truly, 
THE Texas Co., 
By B. O’Connor, 
Manager, Refining Department, Pacific Coast Division. 


Mr. Baupwin. I might say Richmond has the largest tonnage of 
any harbor in the San Francisco Bay. It had 13 million tons in the 
year of 1954 whereas the port of San Francisco and port of Oakland 
had just a little over 3 million tons each. 

I would like to introduce first the city attorney of the city of 
Richmond, Mr. Thomas M. Carlson. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS M. CARLSON 


Mr. Cartson. I am Thomas M. Carlson. I am city attorney of 
Richmond and have been for 30 years. 

Richmond Harbor, as the Congressman says, is the largest harbor 
on San Francisco Bay. Los Angeles is first, Seattle is second, and 
Richmond third. 

We have a greater tonnage than Oakland or San Francisco. 

The Congress last year appropriated the sum of a half million dol- 
lars to do the work on the Richmond Harbor which is vitally needed, 
and the Budget Bureau this year allowed a million dollars. 

We feel that $1,850,000 will complete the job and that there are econ- 
omies in spending the additional $850,000 now. 
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We have in Richmond the terminals of the four major oil companies 
on the west coast and all of them complain that their boats which draw 
35 feet. are bogged down in the mire unless the tide is waited for. 

Sometimes you must wait 10 hours at an expense of $125 an hour. 

So that we feel there is a particular urgency. I have filed a pre- 
pared statement, if you gentlemen find time to read it. It is three 
pages long. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


My name is Thomas M. Carlson, city attorney of Richmond, Calif. I par- 
ticipated in the initial hearing, in 1948, and have made presentations since be- 
fore the Board of Army Engineers and the various congressional committees 
hy whom this matter has been heard. 

With each appropriation, the tonnage and commerce through the port of 
Richmond has grown and increased. The port of Richmond consistently has 
been more than double the combined tonnages of her sister ports, Oakland and 
San Francisco. 

The nature of the harbor presents a continuing challenge. The engineering 
aspects of work done and remaining to be done are set out graphically in House 
lDocument No. 395, 838d Congress, submitted by the Corps of Engineers, and, 
further, are as authorized in the 1954 Rivers and Harbors Act. 

To have a channel deep enough to accommodate oceangoing vessels requires 
constant, vigilant maintenance. The size of vessels serve, and the consequent 
draft required by them, continues, to increase. The vital importance of the 
port to the Nation as well as to the economy of the immediate area is attested 
to by the constantly swelling volume of traffic through the port with cargoes 
destined for all parts of the country and the world. 

This is a project that serves the economy of the Nation. It is not in the 
interest of national welfare to procrastinate or restrict the improvement of this 
harbor because of the lack of funds. 

During the last presentation of this matter, we advised that the estimated cost 
of the entire project was in excess of $2 million. Congress granted us the sum 
of $500,000 last year which was immediately employed to widen and deepen the 
channel, specifically creating a channel 35 feet deep and 600 feet wide, adjacent 
to Southampton Shoals from deepwater to outer harbor, for enlarging and deep- 
ening the approaches to the Richmond Long Wharf, and for initiating a continu- 
ing contract for the deepening of the Richmond inner harbor. 

The benefits from the funds made available last year are readily apparent in 
the tonnage increase realized last year alone. Although sister ports of Oakland 
and San Francisco barely held their previous year’s shipping records, or fell 
behind, in the case of Oakland, ee realized a 300,000-ton increase. 

In response to direct inquiry, Brig. Gen. E. C. Itschner stated in a letter to 
California Congressman Baldwin, pa pemea 6, 1956, “It would be both 
feasible and economical for the Corps of Engineers to utilize an additional 
$850,000 for construction of this improvement during the next fiscal year. An 
appropriation of $1,850,000 in fiscal year 1957 would permit completion of all 
authorized new work dredging in Richmond Harbor.” 

There is thrift in funding the completion of the project at this time. The 
Corps of Engineers has described to us the great cost and expense of mobilizing 
and demobilizing the necessary trained personnel and equipment required in 
undertaking the improvements piecemeal. 

Every season that the work is postponed gives rise to another season of costly 
delays to the shippers by reason of tidal delays and extra tug service require- 
ments. This penalty is passed along to all participants in the port’s commerce, 
whether they are at bayside San Francisco or cross-country. 

We have the statements of the oil companies and terminals located on Rich- 
mond Harbor that groundings, delays because of waiting for tidal action. and 
the incidental damages run into prohibitive figures. 

Union Oj] Co. Port Captain L. L. Lishman stated in a letter dated March 21 to 
Richmond City Manager Howell: oe Oil Co.’s ships are currently calling 
at the terminals Parr Nos. 1 and 5 (on Richmond inner harbor). It is neces- 
sary to work the tides at the acheter time because of the shallow depth of 
water. It is also necessary to use 2 tugboats when 1 would suffice if channel 

had a 35-foot depth. We want to emphasize to the city of Richmond the neces- 
sity that the dredging to 35 feet be accomplished as soon as possible in order to 
eliminate delays to’ our oceangoing vessels. 
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“On the assurance of the district corps of United States Army engineers in 
San Francisco that Richmond, Calif., inner harbor channel will be dredged to 
35 feet mean lower low water, starting in 1957, the Union Oil Company of Cal- 
ifornia is building the large plant and the two-berth wharf on Harbor Channel. 
We were assured that this channel will be maintained at 30 feet controlling depth 
until 1957.” 

In a letter dated March 22, the Texas Co. wrote the Richmond city manager’s 
office: “This letter will advise that deeper water in the Richmond inner 
harbor * * * would be of material advantage to the Texas Co. 

“At present the Texas Co. is limited to so-called T2-type tankers due to avail- 
able water depth. In some instances it has been necessary, even using T2 
vessels, to wait outside for the tide to insure plenty of water for our ships. 

“Tf 35-foot-plus water in and to Richmond inner harbor were made available the 
Texas Co. would be able to use larger tankers into its Richmond, Calif., terminal 
which would be highly desirable, particularly with our estimated increased 
future use of Texaco products in the San Francisco Bay area.” 

The Pacific American Tankship Association, in the person of its counsel, 
Mr. Robert F. Donaghue, has requested us to advise the committee that it 
supports the position of the city of Richmond with respect to the requested 
appropriation and feels that the job must be completed promptly to avoid 
the possibility of very serious losses. 

Richmond Harbor handles the largest tonnage of any harbor in San Francisco 
Bay. There is a constant danger of ships being grounded until this harbor deep- 
ening is completed. 


Thank you gentlemen of the committee for the opportunity of presenting this 
matter on behalf of Richmond Harbor, Calif. We urge the full project be funded 
at the earliest possible opportunity. 

Mr. Batpwiy. Our second witness is the mayor of the city of Rich- 
mond, Mayor John J. Sheridan. 


STATEMENT OF MAYOR JOHN J. SHERIDAN 


Mr. Sueripan. Mr. Chairman, I feel that the presence of Mr. Carl- 
son and myself back here with this committee when they are giving 
this item consideration shows the interest of our community. 

I believe the presentation of our Congressman and the written state- 
ments as presented by our city attorney pretty well briefs our position 
and in the community we hope that you will take favorable action on 
the full amount. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Chairman, the third project we have is the Stock- 
ton Channel and San Joaquin River. This is a joint project which 
affects the district of Congressman Leroy Johnson and my district. 

The Stockton Channel and the San Joaquin River project go 
through both the congressional district of Mr. Leroy Johnson and the 
district which I represent. 

I might say in House Document 752 of the 80th Congress, which was 
the supporting document for the San Joaquin River and Stockton 
Channel, the document pointed out that a part of the project was levee 
revetment and levee setback work along the channel to protect the 
levees from eroding and deterioration from the wave lapping from 
deepwater ships going up to Stockton. 

I would like to quote from this document. On page 9 of the docu- 
ment it lists as part of the project: 

And placing riprap on the face of levees which have been critically damaged 


from wave wash from vessel traffic, including at some point rebuilding or setback 
of the levees. 


From page 36 of the same document, I again quote: 


This damage by traffic-induced wave action to these levees has proven a finan- 
cial burden, especially to the small landowners. The damage caused is such that 
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maintenance of the levees is not feasible. They must be provided with adequate 
protection against wave wash before they can be maintained. 

Now, this project was approved in 1950 by the 8Ist Congress. Other 
sections of the project have been completed, but no funds have been 
appropriated for this levee revetment and setback work. 

We had an illustration of the results when we didn’t have that work 
done. In the floods of December 1955 we had several islands in very 
serious condition, with bad levee breaks because of the deterioration 
and erosion on this channel that has been going on for these last sev- 
eral years because of the waves from these deepwater ships. 

I have a letter here from General Itschner of the Corps of Engi- 
neers which says of the total of $2,050,000 for this levee revetment 
and levee setback work, they « could economic ally utilize $450,000 the 
first year 

So we are here to ask if you would respectfully give consideration to 
including an appropriation in the budget of the first $450,000 for this 
work. 

It is not in the budget this year, but I would like to point out that 
it has been authorized since 1950 and these landowners on these islands 
are suffering very severely. 

An island in San Joaquin County went under during December. 
The Corps of Engineers are spending $400,000 to bring the levee back 
in position. 

We feel prompt action in building these levee revetment and levee 
setback works is actually going to be an economy to the Corps of Engi- 
neers because it is going to avoid duplicate effort in trying to rebuild 
the levees after the levees break. 

So I would like to put in evidence the letter from the Corps of 
Engineers and I would like to call on Mr. Hamm. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D. C., February 29, 1956. 


Hon. JoHn F. BALDWIN, Jr., 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DrarR MR. BALDWIN: Reference is made to our telephone conversation of Feb- 
ruary 24, 1956, regarding the fund requirements for construction of levee revet- 
ments and levee setbacks which are a part of the project for the Stockton deep- 
water channel in the San Joaquin River, Calif. 

This is in confirmation of my statement to you that $450,000 could be economi- 
cally utilized for the first year and $1,600,000 for the second year in advancing 
completion of the authorized improvements to the Stockton deepwater channel. 
As you also know, the project is not included in the President’s budget for fiscal 
year 1957. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Major General, USA, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


STATEMENT OF YATES F. HAMM 


Mr. Hamm. There are 22 of these reclamation districts involved in 
the San Joaquin deepwater channel. Of the 22 there are approxi- 
mately 81,000 acres of land involved, the minimum value of which is 
approximately $300 an acre and going up in the asparagus lands to 
approximately $550 per acre, giving a gross evaluation on this acreage 
of approximately 24 or 25 million dollars. 
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In addition to that the improvements on the island run into many 
millions. The value of the produce taken off the islands each year 
runs into many millions of dollars. 

The owners of the districts who originally built these levees have 
reached the point now where they are financially unable to bear the 
burden of the riprapping and revetment work. They are spending 
from two and a half to ten dollars per acre per year to take care of 
this work, the greater portion of the damage which is caused by wave 
wash of the ships going up to the port of Stockton. 

They have no control over these ships whatsoever. Any damage 
that is done, they can look to no one at all except themselves. 

The Corps of Army Enginers recognized this damage that was being 
done back in 1945 and they made a survey over it over a period of 
years. 

The 80th Congress passed an act recognizing the fact that this work 
should be done. We have been trying to get money ever since that 
time. 

As Congressman Baldwin pointed out, one of the islands on the 
channel was inundated this year, and there were two others some- 
what inland that went out. 

The Army engineers are spending $360,000 on one island and $400,- 
000 on another island. The cost of the work necessary so that that 
work would not have had to be done would have been about $40,000. 

We are asking at this time only for the $450,000. The work that 
the Corps of Engineers feels. that could feasibly be done this year. 

Thank you. 

(The formal statement of Mr. Hamm follows :) 


Many years ago thousands of acres of lands lying within the Sacramento- 
San Joaquin River areas between the cities of Sacramento, Stockton, and the 
upper bay of San Francisco were reclaimed. This was done for the most part 
under private enterprise and with private moneys. For many years past and 
presently there exists in this area some approximate 40 islands in what is known 
as the delta island region. For the most part the soil in these islands is more 
commonly known as peat soil, which is highly productive in the growing of certain 
crops. Those most commonly grown are asparagus, sugar beets and corn. 

Due to the high productivity of these lands, their value as bare lands is 
exceptionally high. Those lands currently producing asparagus are valued from 
$500 up per acre. The general overall value of these lands on the average is in 
excess of $300 per acre. ’ 

The cost of building the levees in the first instance was enormous, many millions 
of dollars having been spent to reclaim the lands and place them in the condition 
in which they presently are. Up until 1933, the year the port of Stockton was 
established, the maintenance cost of these levees was practically nil. From 
1933 until the commencement of World War II the maintenance cost of main- 
taining the levees, though not prohibitive, was fairly high. Commencing shortly 
after 1945 when the ship traffic in the San Joaquin and Stockton channel became 
heavily increased, the cost of maintenance of these levees rose considerably. 
Some small amount of help was afforded the various districts through the United 
States Army Engineer Corps where certain levees had been damaged to the 
extent where they were considered dangerous. However, the moneys expended 
by the corps were so small in comparison with the work needed to be done that it 
posed a tremendous burden upon the landowners lying within the various districts. 

During the past 5 to 7 years the districts have found it necessary to impose 
assessments upon themselves to raise funds for the purpose of rehabilitating 
their levees by rock revetment. These assessments run $2.50, $5, and in many, 
many instances as high as $10 per acre per year. This was necessitated through 
damages sustained by them because of the tremendous shipping going on within 
the river and the channel proper. It is to be noted that the shipping tonnage- 
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wise has increased from 300,000 to 400,000 tons per year up to now in the amount 
of 2 million tons or over per year. This damage above referred to has been 
caused for the most part by ship-traffic-induced wave action. As you are 
well aware, the waters of the San Joaquin River and the Stockton Channel are 
directly under the United States Army Engineering Corps, and the United 
States Coast Guard. The owners of the various islands or reclamation districts 
have no control over these ships as to their speed or the close proximity to 
which they might come to their levees. As a result the damages forced upon 
them are beyond their control and they have no recourse whatsoever against 
anyone. 

The United States Army Engineering Corps recognized this fact and after a 
thorough and complete study of the matter recommended to Congress that steps 
be taken to assist these owners, in rehabilitating their levees necessitated by 
something entirely beyond their control. As a result the 2d session of the 
SOth Congress, in House Document No. 752 recognized the conditions and author- 
ized certain works to be done, a portion of which was the riprapping of certain 
levees within the levee and channel. This was in the year 1948. However, no 
funds have ever been appropriated for this work and conditions have gradually 
worsened to the extent that this year, commencing with the latter part of Decem- 
ber 1955 and the early part of January 1956 several of the districts were badly 
damaged, and in fact, three of them flooded completely. By reason of Public Law 
99 passed by Congress the Army engineers were permitted to go in and restore 
certain levees that had been damaged by floods. 

I have been informed by reliable parties that they are now spending $360, 
000 to repair damages to the levees on Quimby Island and $400,000 in like work 
on Empire Tract. I am informed that local interests are contributing 121% 
percent of the sums, which still brings the Government expenditure to approxi- 
mately $700,000 in the repairing of these 2 breaks. Had the work of revetment 
heen done on these islands as had been requested many times and as has been 
needed for some time past, the cost in all probabilities on all islands would not 
have exceeded $40,000, thus showing a net loss in excess of $650,000. In addition 
to this the owners of the islands are expending many thousands of dollars to 
pump the floodwaters out of the islands following the repairs to the levees. 

In addition to the above Winter Island is now flooded, having been flooded for 
the same reasons and at the same time as the above islands, and the Army 
engineering Corps is now contemplating the repairs to those levees. 

Some 3 or 4 years back Webb Tract, another island lying within the channel, 
was flooded as were the above-named islands and Congress appropriated some 
$200,000 to restore it to its former condition. This likewise could have been 
avoided at a small expenditure if done at the proper time. 

The United States Corps of Army Engineers has estimated that the sum of 
$450,000 could economically be utilized during the fiscal year 1957 for levee re- 
vetment on islands lying within the river proper and Stockton channel. This 
small sum of money which we are asking, if appropriated and expended as pro- 
posed, can very easily save later expenditures of hundreds of thousands of dol- 
lars rehabilitating these islands were they to be flooded. 

It must be constantly borne in mind that the damages being suffered by these 
various districts are caused by means strictly beyond their control. 

The following sets out the name of the island, number of the reclamation dis 
trict, the acreage within each district, the total length of levee of each respective 
island fronting on either the deep-water channel or the San Joaquin River and 
has no bearing, of course, on the total number of miles around each respective 
levee, which in many instances is 12 to 15 to 20 miles. It must also be re- 
membered that not shown here are some additional 15 to 20 islands of which 
no part of their levee fronts on either the deep-water channel or the San Joaquin 
River. 
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|Reclama- | levee on 
Island | tion Acres | deep-water 
| district channel 
(in miles) 


Length of 
levee on 
San Joaquin 
(in miles) 
| 


828 695 j 0.7 
1614 | ,773 
Rough and Ready Island 403 | , 576 
Sargent-Barnhart Tract | 2074 | , 798. : 
Elmwood Tract 
Wright Tract | 

Roberts Island 684 | , 659 
Rindge Tract s 2037 | 3, 836 
MeDonald Tract ; 2030 , 141 
Medford Island | 2041 , 260. 
Empire Tract 2029 3, 708 
Venice Island 2023 | 3, 843. § 
Mandeville Island 2027 5, 438 
Bouldin Island ; 756 5, 006 
Webb Tract ° 2026 5, 523 
Andrus Island : 317 | 3, 448 
Twitchell Island 1601 3, 630. 65 
Bradford Tract | 2059 | , 159 
Sherman Island ‘ 841 , 305 
Jersey Island ee 830 3, 557. 50 
Donlon Island (Sherman Island) 274 | 230 
Winter Island sienna ; was 5 650 
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Total. __. . 8 | 79, 239. 39 | 











It can be readily ascertained from the above figures, using as a minimum 
average valuation in the sum of $300 per acre, that the total acreage in the 
22 islands involved has an appraised valuation of $24 million. This, of course, 
does not include additional millions of dollars in the way of improvements, farm 
machinery, equipment, and so forth. 

Should the present condition of the levees surrounding these islands be 
allowed to continue as they now are, steadily and rapidly being further depre- 
ciated by the ship traffic induced wave action, there is no déubt but what other 
and additional islands will be inundated by future floods and/or high waters 
which would again necessitate the expenditure of thousands of dollars by the 
United States. This can all be avoided by following the recommendation of the 
United States Corps of Engineers; that is, preventive measures taken by levee 
revetment. Levee revetment should be started at the earliest possible date, for 
the erosion now taking place is increasing daily. 

It might be further pointed out that the loss of one or more of these islands 
would entail a great loss to the counties of Contra Costa, San Joaquin, and Sacra- 
mento for the reason that thousands of dollars annually are paid into the 
treasury of the respective counties by way of real and personal property taxes. 
The money value of the crops alone grown on these various islands runs into 
many millions of dollars each year. 

The foregoing statement is intended to briefly furnish your honorable com- 
mittees with the basic information concerning the proposed improvements as 
proposed by the Corps of Army Engineers, United States Army. 

It is hoped that you and each of you will give this matter your most serious 
consideration, appropriating the moneys asked for and as are necessary to do 
this work. 

Most respectfully submitted. 

HAMM & ARNASON, 
By Yates F. Hamm. 


Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. 
Mr. Batpwrn. There is one other witness who wants to make a brief 
statement. Mr. Hogan, consulting engineer for the port of Stockton. 
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STATEMENT OF WALTER B. HOGAN 


Mr. Hogan. Gentlemen of the committee, my name is Walter B. 
Hogan, from Stockton, Calif. 

I am representing the Stockton Port District. The Stockton Port 
District is interested in the project that Congressman Baldwin has 
just mentioned. 

It was authorized in the same document, namely, 752, of the 80th 
Congress, and calls for protection of the levee along the Stockton 
deepwater channel down to the lower end of the delta opposite Jersey 
Island. 

We are in support of the request of Congressman Baldwin to the 
full extent, and in addition we are asking for a little more. We are 
asking for the full amount of the eatinaatal cost of the project, namely, 
$2,650,000. 

I realize that probably that is a little optimistic and that the amount 
the Army engineers can actually use will be the governing feature. 

But I thought for the purpose of the record we would ask for the 
full amount of $2,650,000. 

Congressman Baldwin quoted from House Document 752 the state- 
ments from the Army engineers which are ample evidence of the need 
for this improvement. 

The local landowners are perfectly willing to maintain their levees 
within their ability to do so, but the Army engineers have recognized 
the fact that the reclamation districts can’t maintain their levees until 
they are properly protected so that they can be maintained, that is, 
protected from the wave wash of vessels navigating the channel from 
Stockton. 

The port of Stockton has been developing rapidly in recent years 
and there is an average of better than a cargo ship a day that comes 
to the port of Stockton. That will continue to increase. 

We are moving about 2 million tons a year over the docks there so 
there is considerable volume of commerce that moves along the chan- 
nel, and wave wash is a serious matter. 

That same document which authorizes levee-protection work also 
authorized some other improvements to the port of Stockton. 

One consisting of a silting basin on the main river just above the 
Stockton deep-water channel to intercept the sediment that comes 
down in the deep-water channel, thereby saving interference with 
navigation and also lowering the cost of removal by the Army engi- 
neers as a maintenance feature, the saving of ten to fifteen thousand 
dollars a year. 

Weare asking for that improvement. 

There is a small item of $85,000 that we are asking an appropriation 
for. That is for a turning basin largely for the benefit of the Navy, 
included in this document. It is opposite the naval supply depot on 
Rough and Ready Island, the naval supply depot being an annex to 
the Oakland Depot. 

I am filing with your committee five copies of our statement. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. 





San Lorenzo River Progvecr anp GUADALUPE RIVER StuDy 
WITNESS 


HON. CHARLES 8S. GUBSER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Kirwan. Congressman Gubster, may proceed. 

Mr. Gusser. Thank you very much. I appreciate the opportunity 
to testify on behalf of two projects in my district. 

The first one I would like to discuss is the San Lorenzo River proj- 
ect. Mr. Chairman, my colleague from California, the Honorable 
Clair Engle, chairman of the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
visited, with his committee, the area which was inundated by this 
flood, and he has requested that I reserve the right for him to submit 
a statement to be incorporated in the record at this point. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CLAIR ENGLE REGARDING THE SAN LORENZO RIVER 
FLoop-CONTROL PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to associate myself with the remarks submitted to you 
on the 27th of March 1956 by Congressman Charles 8S. Gubser, who represents 
the area in which the San Lorenzo River flood-control project is located. Last 
December after the disastrous floods in California, a joint subcommittee of the 
House Committee on Public Works and my Committee on Interior went to Cali- 
fornia for the purpose of surveying the flood damage affecting the flood-control 
projects in California and the operation of the Central Valley project. The 
Public Works Subcommittee was headed by Congressman Cliff Davis of Ten- 
nessee, who is chairman of the Subcommittee on Flood Control of the House 
Committee on Public Works. We made physical inspection of the area covered 
by the San Lorenzo River flood-control project and viewed there the wreckage of 
the flood so well depicted in the photographs made available by Congressman 
Gubser and described in the statement that he has submitted to your committee. 

As has been stated, this is an authorized flood-control project and is one which 
in my opinion should be completed at the earliest possible time. The local people 
have put up a quarter of a million dollars and the State of California is making 
available up to a million. I hope, therefore, that it will be possible for your 
committee to include the necessary funds to expedite as rapidly as possible 
the necessary planning and construction, of this project. 

Mr. Gupser. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, the area of 
Santa Cruz, Calif., has been described by the Governor of the State 
of California, Governor Knight, as being the hardest hit business 
area in the State of California duri ing the recent Christmas floods. 

The extent of damage in the business district to the city of Santa 
Cruz was approximately § $8 million, according to the estimates by 
the Army engineers. 

This survey was originally authorized after a serious flood in 1940. 
It was approved by the engineers, and Congress authorized construc- 
tion of the project. 

The local participation in this project is already there. They have 
all banded together and the local contribution is assured and is set 
side. 

The Bureau of the Budget originally did not have an appropriation 
or a request for this project, but in view of the Christmas floods they 
placed a request for $207,000 in the budget. 

The $207,000 will complete the design and all things that are neces- 
sary prior to the time of construction. We then requested the Army 
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engineers, in the light of the new assessment of damages, to reevaluate 
that capability insofar as this area is concerned. 

I received a letter from Major General Itschner of the Army engi- 
neers. I would like to quote from it, if I may. 


* * * A review of our capabilities to accelerate the program discloses that 
we can complete the necessary planning in a lesser time, thus enabling us to 
initiate construction late in the first fiscal year that funds are made available. To 
accomplish the preconstruction planning and initiate construction during that 
first year will require expenditures of $207,000 for the planning and $100,000 for 
the initial construction, a total of $307,000. 

And that is the reason, gentlemen, in the light of the terrific damage 
that I am respectfully requesting of you this morning that you in- 
clude an appropriation for $307,000 to allow completion of the study 
and enginering survey and also to initiate $100,000 worth of construc- 
tion which the Army engineers have indicated they can accomplish in 
the next fiscal year. 

This project has been endorsed by numerous people. The Santa 
Cruz Chamber of Commerce will testify this slivueme. 

The city manager will testify, the city of Santa Cruz, the chamber of 
commerce. 

You have on file there letters from the county recorder, plus other 
people I have mentioned. 

Watsonville Association of Insurance Agents, County Board of 
Supervisors, former State Senator H. Ray Judah, Mr. Norman Lezin, 
president of the A. K. Saltz Co., and member of the Democratic 
Central Committee, plus the following labor unions: The Central 
Labor Council of Santa Cruz; Building Trades Council ; Carpenters 
Union No. 829; Electricans Union 609; Laborers Union No. 283; 
Painters Union No. 1026 ; Teamsters 912. 

Also the business representatives of the carpenters union, the secre- 
tary of the carpenters, the business representative of Laborers No. 283, 
and individual members of individual labor unions. 

The city of Santa Cruz, which has a population of 23,000, has 
obligated itself by resolution to an expenditure in excess of a quarter 
of a million dollars for this project. 

In addition, the State legislature last week approved an expendi- 
ture of more than $1 million by the State. 

In view of the terrible damage and in view of the extent of the local 
participation, gentlemen, I respectfully request the inclusion of an 
item of $307 ,000 for the San Lorenzo River project to allow for com- 
pletion of design and planning and $100,000 worth of construction. 

(The for mal statement of Mr. Gubser is as follows :) 


Mr. Chairman, during the course of these hearings, you and your committee 
are listening to a grim story of natural disaster which has befallen prosperous 
cities and peaceful people, wiping out livelihoods, destroying property, and caus- 
ing injury, death, and destruction. Except for details and for variances from 
place to place, the stories are similar. I am sure that by now, your grasp of 
the consequences of this disaster is complete. Therefore, in the interest of 
brevity, I shall refrain from recounting here the specific story of what happened in 
Santa Cruz, Calif., during the night of December 22, 1955, when the San Lorenzo 
River went on a $8 million rampage. It is sufficient to say that I am convinced 
that the request I shall make is just and urgent. 

The flood disaster at Santa Cruz was caused by the San Lorenzo River, a 
usually placid stream coursing through the city near its downtown business 
district, and emptying into the Bay of Monterey within the city limits. In its 
upper reaches, the river often receives a tremendous runoff from the steep water- 
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sheds of the San Lorenzo Valley. At its mouth, it sometimes is backed up by 
towering tides roaring in from the Pacific Ocean. Coincidence of these two 
phenomena spells disaster along the flat banks of the lower river. 

The Corps of Engineers of the United States Army long ago recognized the 
danger potential of the San Lorenzo. After a serious flood in 1940, civic leaders 
of the inundated city initiated a series of requests for Federal action, which 
were revived after the war years. Some 5 years ago, the Corps of Engineers 
conducted a careful and expert survey which resulted in an official reeommenda- 
tion for flood-control works which would effectively protect the city. The 84th 
Congress concurred in these recommendations during its 1st session, and the 
project was authorized. 

In the wake of the December disaster, steps were taken at once to implement 
the congressional authorization. Local interests banded together to provide the 
rights-of-way and other measures in fulfillment of the local contribution stipu- 
lation. The State of California, through its water resources board, stepped in 
to assist the muncipality in fulfilling its part of the obligation. The Department 
of the Army, on recommendation of the Chief of Engineers, recommended imme- 
diate start of the planning and design work necessary to bring about realization 
of flood-protection works. The Bureau of the Budget, accepting that recom- 
mendation, inserted the sum of $207,000 in a supplemental budget request to the 
Congress. 

It was then that the Corps of Engineers, now in possession of all disaster facts 
and figures, made a large-scale revaluation of its capabilities. Checks were 
conducted throughout the inundated sectors by officers of the Corps of Engineers 
to determine the maximum work which could be completed during the 1956—5 
fiscal year in the light of manpower availability and local contributions. The 
result was a letter to me from Maj. Gen. E. C. Itschner, assistant chief of 
engineers for civil works. General Itschner wrote: > 

“* * * A review of our capabilities to accelerate the program discloses that 
we can complete the necessary planning in a lesser time, thus enabling us to 
initiate construction late in the first fiscal year that funds are made available. 
To accomplish the preconstruction planning and initiate construction during 
that first vear will require expenditures of $207,000 for the planning and $100,000 
for the initial construction, a total of $307,000.” 

Mr. Chairman, it is upon this considered judgment of the Corps of Engineers 
that I respectfully request you and your committee to take action by approving 
the sum of $307,000 for the San Lorenzo River flood-control project. Since first 
writing to you on this subject, I have received the most gratifying and remark- 
able response in my district. Assurances of support have reached me from 
every conceivable quarter. The official bodies of the two great political parties 
have endorsed the project. The Central Labor Council, the Building Trades 
Council, and almost every single individual labor union in the city of Santa 
Cruz have signified their support. Industries, business, civic and fraternal 
organizations, and the governmental agencies of city and county have notified 
me that they not only favor but, indeed, urgently request this appropriation 
which would, before the first day of the subsequent fiscal year, make possible the 
start of actual construction on a project that is needed for the very life of this 
city. 

The people of Santa Cruz are not asking for a handout. This small city of 
23,000 has firmly committed more than a quarter of a million dollars to pay its 
share in the joint project. In addition, close to $1 million will come from the 
State of California. The city manager of Santa Cruz, Mr. Robert N. Klein, and 
the former district attorney of Santa Cruz County, Mr. Stephen Wyckoff, will 
testify today and will outline the extent to which the local people have gone to 
live up to their own obligation. 

On behalf of the people of my district, supported by the expert calculations 
of qualified officers of the Corps of Engineers, I respectfully request that the sum 
of $307,000 be apropriated for the 1957 fiscal year to complete planning and 
start construction of the San Lorenzo River flood-control project in California. 


Mr. Gusser. This other project is regarding Guadalupe study in 

Santa Clara County, the south end of San Francisco Bay. 

I would also like at this time for permission for Congressman 
Younger to insert a statement in this record, which he will submit. 

During the Christmas floods the area near Palo Alto drained by 
San Francisquito Creek was hit by a disaster which caused evacua- 
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tion of a thousand people and damage to a thousand homes. It also 
was responsible for an authorization for $170,000 worth of emergency 
work by the engineers under Public Law 875 and Public Law 99. 

This survey was authorized in 1941. It was interrupted by the 
Korean war and now, in view of the damage which has es caused, 
the authorization of $170,000 in emergency funds, plus other damage, 
I respectfully request that $48,000 be allowed. This will be the 
amount necessary to complete the survey in the 1957 fiscal year 
$15,000 is presently requested ; $48,000 will allow us to move ahead. 

I might point out that the $15,000 estimate was made prior to the 
time of the Christmas floods. 

That concludes my statement. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. We enjoyed having you with us. 

Mr. Gupser. Mr. Chairman, I assume that the letters which have 
been sent:'to the committee will be a part of the record. 
Mr. Kirwan. All right; if they are not too long. 
(The letters referred to are in the committee files. ) 


Mr. Chairman, among the areas hard hit in the December flood disaster in 
California were the lowlands at the south end of San Francisco Bay in the 
county of Santa Clara. On the west side of the bay, San Francisquito Creek 
flooded in the vicinity of the city of Palo Alto, necessitating the evacuation of 
more than 1,000 people and causing severe damage to levees, bridges, public 
property, and some 1,000 homes. On the east side, in and around the city of 
Alviso, the Guadalupe River caused extensive flooding, with resulting damage 
to public and private property. 

Some 10 years ago, pursuant to the Flood Control Act of 1941, the Corps of 
Engineers of the United States Army was assigned to conduct a comprehensive 
study of the Guadalupe River and adjacent streams to determine the best ways 
and means of providing adequate flood protection for northern Santa Clara 
County. Due to the exigencies of the service and the interruption of civil 
works schedules by the Korean war, work on the Guadalupe study has progressed 
slowly. Nevertheless, by the end of this fiscal year, some $38,000 will have been 
spent, and only $48,000 are needed to complete the study. 

When the budget proposals for the 1957 fiscal year were prepared last year, 
the budget-making authorities little realized that the Christmas week disaster 
would exceed by 100 percent the highest previously recorded flood. Neverthe- 
less, the engineers requested, and the Budget Bureau approved, the sum of 
$15,000 to pursue the Guadalupe study. The expenditure of hundreds of thou- 
sands of dollars under the provisions of Public Law 875 and Public Law 99 as 
result of the floods in the Alviso and Palo Alto areas, prompted the engineers 
to revise the capability estimates. They now state that if the Congress approves 
the $48,000 necessary to complete the Guadalupe study, the corps is capable of 
carrying out the work within the 1957 fiscal year, thus laying the necessary 
groundwork for congressional authorization of effective flood-control measures. 

Everyone here realizes that a considerable span of time elapses between the 
inception of a flood-control project and completion of its construction. Authori- 
zation of a survey, its conduct, the preparation of reports by the Corps of Engi- 
neers, project authorization by the Congress, appropriations, planning and 
design, and finally construction—that is a long road to travel. The December 
floods have emphasized that time is of the essence. 

Mr. Chairman, we are not asking for a shortcut. The people of my district, 
who depend on the Guadalupe study to point the way to adequate flood protec- 
tion, merely ask that the pace be quickened. There is complete and harmonious 
unanimity in support of this request. Every segment of the population, every 
facet of labor, business, and industry has indicated full backing. If $48,000 
are appropriated for completion of the Guadalupe study, the Engineers can pre- 
pare the report which has been authorized since 1941. Still far from turning 
the first shovel of dirt, we will at least have come to another important cross- 
roads on our way to adequate flood protection in the threatened areas of north- 
ern Santa Clara County. 

I respectfully request that the sum of $48,000 be appropriated for completion 
of the Guadalupe study by the Corps of Engineers in the 1957 fiscal year. 
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STATEMENT OF J. ARTHUR YOUNGER IN RE QUESTION OF APPROPRIATION To Com- 
PLETE THE FLOOD-CONTROL STUDY OF GUADALUPE RIVER AND ADJACENT STREAMS 


The 1941 Federal Flood Control Act authorized and directed preliminary 
examinations and surveys to be made for flood control and allied purposes, for 
several rivers and streams in the lower peninsula. 

The survey report was to include the Guadalupe River and adjacent streams 
which included San Francisquito Creek. To date little work has been done 
on this survey because sufficient funds have not been allotted for this study. 

On Thursday evening, December 22, and Friday, December 23, 1955,:Palo Alto, 
Menlo Park, Stanford University, and adjacent unincorporated areas of San 
Mateo County and Santa Clara County were flooded by the overflow of San 
Francisquito Creek. 

It is estimated that over 1,000 peeple were evacuated from their homes by the 
Red Cross and civil-defense workers. Severe damage was caused to the creek 
channel, levees and bridges, and public property. 

The Corps of Engineers promptly recognized the seriousness of this situation 
and within 3 days emergency expenditures in the amount of $120,000 were au- 
thorized to clear the creekbed of trees and debris. The estimated loss to private 
property resulting from this flood condition was in excess of $1,500,000. 

The San Mateo County Board of Supervisors on the 14th day of February 
passed a resolution requesting an appropriation to complete a flood-control study 
of San Francisquito Creek, and attached is a copy of that Resolution No. 10219. 

The city of Menlo Park has also passed a similar resolution. 

I urgently reconimend in the interest of relieving an existing dangerous flood 
condition that an additional appropriation of $48,000 be made for this fiscal year, 
in order that the Corps of Engineers can begin as soon as possible an engineering 
study of San Francisquito Creek and complete the survey of Guadalupe River 
and adjacent streams. 





RESOLUTION No. 10219, Boarp OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA 


RESOLUTION URGING IMMEDIATE ENGINEERING SURVEY FOR FLOOD-CONTROL PROGRAM 
FOR SAN FRANCISQUITO CREEK BY CORPS OF ARMY ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, 
AND APPROPRIATION BY CONGRESS THEREFOR 


Resolved by the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of 
Caifornia, That 

Whereas in recent weeks properties within the incorporated and unincorpo- 
rated territory of the county of San Mateo and the county of Santa Clara 
have been flooded by the overflow of San Francisquito Creek requiring Red 
Cross and civil-defense workers to evacuate more than 1,000 people from their 
homes, and causing total loss and damage to public and private property in 
excess of $2 million in the San Francisquito Creek drainage area; and 

Whereas said San Francisquito Creek is so located as to be split through 
the middle by 2 counties and serves as a border between 2 cities and has devel- 
oped streambanks higher than the surrounding ground so that once the banks 
of said creek are breached by floodwater the area of inundation becomes 
extremely large and causes severe flooding all along the length of the said 
creek; and 

Whereas said San Francisquito Creek has been inundated to varying depths 
at several times in the past during seasons of heavy rains and said heavy rains 
can and wili continue to cause extensive damage in said San Francisquito Creek 
drainage area; and 

Whereas said San Francisquito Creek drainage area has rapidly developed 
into a highly populated residential area and will continue to so develop, and 
the future overflowing of floodwaters from said creek can and may cause 
further property damage amounting to millions of dollars; and 

Whereas an overall and long-range program of flood control is vitally and 
desperately needed by the citizens and property owners within the drainage area 
of said creek, which, because of its magnitude, location, and costs, cannot be 
corrected by any of the local public agencies whose territory is within the drain- 
age area of said creek; and 

Whereas an overall engineering survey is necessary to determine what steps 
must be taken to effect a proper flood-control program for San Francisquito 
Creek included within the larger project of the Guadalupe River and adjacent 
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streams, which project has been approved for study by the Corps of Army Engi 
neers of the United States Army; and 

Whereas said engineering survey is a matter of vital public necessity and 
although a total of $38,000 has been previously appropriated by the Congress of 
the United States for this study, an additional appropriation of $94,000 is 
needed before said engineering survey can be satisfactorily completed by said 
Corps of Army Engineers ; and 

Whereas the State of California Division of Water Resources, Departinent of 
Public Works, has also recommended that flood-control surveys on said creek be 
initiated or expedited by said Corps of Army Engineers: 

Now, therefore, it is hereby resolved and determined as follows: 

1. In the interest of relieving an existing and dangerous flood condition, it is 
urgently recommended and requested that the Corps of Army Engineers of the 
United States Army commence as soon as possible an engineering survey of 
San Francisquito Creek for the purpose of determining what stens will be neces 
sary for an effective flood-control program for the drainage area of the said 
San Francisquito Creek ; 

2. The Congress of the United States is hereby urged and requested to appro 
priate the sum of $94,000 for the fiscal period 1956-57 in order that the addi- 
tional moneys needed for said engineering survey by the Corps of the Army 
Engineers of the United States Army may be undertaken without delay; 

3. The county clerk is hereby authorized and directed to forward certified 
copies of this resolution to Senator William Knowland and Congressman Arthur 
J. Younger, the congressional representatives of the county of San Mateo, and to 
the local and Federal offices of the Corps of Army Engineers of the United States 
Army. 

Regularly passed and adopted this 14th day of February 1956. 

Ayes and in favor of said resolution: Supervisors: Thomas J. Callan, M. A. 
Poss, W. M. Werder, Alvin S. Hatch, E. R. McDonald. 

Noes and against said resolution : Supervisors: None. 

Absent supervisors : None. 

THOMAS J. CALLAN, 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors, County of San Mateo, 
State of California. 

Attest: 

[ SEAL | Joun A. BRUNING, 

Clerk of Said Board of Supervisors. 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
County of San Mateo, 88: 

John A. Bruning, county clerk of the county of San Mateo, State of California, 
and ex officio clerk of the board of supervisors thereof, does hereby certify that the 
above and foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of Resolution No. 10219 
entered in the minutes of said board. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and the seal of said board this 
15th day of February 1956. 

JouHn A. BRuNING, Clerk, 
By JUNE M. Lyncu, Deputy. 


San Lorenzo Creek Survey Funps 
WITNESS 


HON. GEORGE P. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Kirwan. Our next witness will be Congressman Miller of Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr. Miuxer. I am Congressman George P. Miller, of the Eighth 
District of California. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, you have an item in 
the budget for $164,000 to complete the surveys on the San Lorenzo 
Creek in Alameda County. 
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I am talking of San Lorenzo Creek, which drains an area of about 
60 miles in southern Alameda County, one of the most rapidly grow- 
ing portions of California. 

The floods last year did a great deal of damage. Local people have 
resolved themselves into a zone or district under California State law 
and voted the necessary bonds. They have about $7 million to put up 
as their share of this work and certain of the surveys are just being 
completed. 

I respectfully ask that this $164,000 be made $200,000, which will 
give us a $36,000 for construction to start the Federal Government’s 
share of its construction work on this creek. 

We have had 2 or 3 very bad floods out there and we want to try 
to get enough of the work started and underway so that next year we 
won’t be confronted with the same hazards that we have had this year. 

I believe there is another item in this budget for Alameda Creek 
which drains the southern part of the district, my district in Alameda 
County. It drains out of the Livermore Valley where we have a great 
installation, and I bespeak your consideration of that. 

That is a matter of survey and study. 

The engineer for the Alameda County Water District will appear 
before you later and give you all of the details of the project. &S I 
will not burden you with them now. 

Mr. Krrwan. All right, Mr. Miller, and thanks for appearing in 
front of the committee. 


TirttAmMooK Bar AND Bay Progecr 
WITNESS 


HON. WALTER NORBLAD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OREGON 


Mr. Krrwan. Mr. Norblad, you may proceed. 

Mr. Norstap. Mr. Chairman, I wish to call your attention to one 
particular project which has been submitted in the budget which is 
currently before you for consideration. 

This item calls for the appropriation of $1,300,000 for continued 
work on the “Tillamook Bar and Bay” project in Oregon. 

This is a project on which many of us have sought funds over a 
period of years but for which funds were not approved until last 
session when $200,000 was placed in the annual appropriation bill. 

Unfortunately, due to rather severe winter storms in the area, there 
had been an ocean breakthrough which was doing material damage 
to the bay and the appropriation did not come a minute too soon. 

I wish to strongly urge you to continue this work and to approve 
the full sum asked for this year. The $1,300,000 will go a long ways 
toward completing the work already undertaken in that area. With- 
out this further expenditure the $200,000 already allocated would be 
virtually wasted. 

I appreciate your courtesy in allowing me to appear here today. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Congressman Norblad. 





Los ANGELES County FLoop-Contrrot Progects 
WITNESS ‘ 


HON. DONALD L. JACKSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Jackson, you may proceed. 

Mr. Jackson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, first of all, I want to 
express my appreciation to the subcommittee for your kindness in 
making it possible for me to come here and say what are, for me, 

very few words. 

Tam in the unusual position of not asking for any additional money 
I am personally quite well satisfied with the allocation which is in the 
budget for the Westwood Sawtelle project within the overall Los 
Ange les County program. 

However ,my principal purpose in appearing here today is to express 
my appreciation to the subcommittee and to the full committee for 
the consideration which has been shown this series of very important 
projects in Los Angeles County. 

I think that without the work that has been accomplished across 
the past few years that the considerable and serious flood conditions 
that were experienced throughout California generally some months 
ago would have run into hundreds of millions of dollars more than it 
did. We suffered a considerable amount of d: amage as it was. 

But I do want to express my appreciation to the committee and 
urge that the amount that is presently in the budget for Los Angeles 
County be approved to the end that we can still further guarantee 
the safety of life and property within the State of ( ‘alifornia. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, my sincere thanks to all of the committee. 

Mr. Krrwan. Thank you for appearing, Congressman Jackson. 


San Joaquin Levee Prosecr 
WITNESS 


HON. LEROY JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Kirwan. Congressman Johnson, you may proceed. 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, L want to 
also thank you for giving us this opportunity to present 1 or 2 points. 

The main purpose of coming here this morning was to oan what 
Mr. Baldwin talked to you about a while ago. In the last session of 
Congress this committee gave us $250,000, previous to the last session, 
whereby we enlarged our turning basin. 

It is authorized by law and we hope that the committee can see fit 
to give us some money to take care of the situation. 

I don’t know whether the members understand it thoroughly, but 
the Stockton Channel was completed in 1933 and it went down through 
what is called the delta area and on the banks of these various le ees 
there is very soft soil. The area is peat land, which is non-mincral 
type of soil and the backwash of the oceangoing vessels that put into 
the port of Stockton and go out of there, have the effect of gnawing 
away at these banks. 
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What we would like to have is some money to put riprap in there, 
yut large boulders and stones in there. Th: at has effectively kept the 
yanks very sturdy in the turning basin as we ‘llas elsewhere. 

Now, if I might, Mr. Chairman, I would like to mention one other 

matter while I am here. 


HOGAN DAM 


In the budget there is $195,000 for the new Hogan Dam, In my bill 
I asked for $300,000 and originally they only gave us $100,000, but now 
there was again an additional $193,000 which makes $293,000. 

I am asking you, Mr. Chairman, if it would not be possible to raise 
that by $7,000 so that we will have the $300,000 that we have asked 
for in our bill. 

Mr. Botanp. What do you want the $7,000 for ? 

Mr. Jounson. The reason I would like to have the $7,000 more is to 
get the $300,000 that the Army engineers estimated we should have to 
do the job. 

There is one dirt-filled dam right below that was completed in the 
late twenties and where they have had very erratic floods since 1952. 

If we get the new Hogan Dam built, it will increase the capacity of 
the reservoir from 115,000 acre-feet to 162,000 acre-feet, which was 
originally contemplated. 

It is in there and it seems to me it is not unreasonable to ask for a 
slight increase of only $7,000 to get the amount that was estimated by 
the engineers as being required by the job. 

Mr. Botanp. I cannot understand why it was cut $7,000. 

Mr. Jounson. All I can say is that the people in the budget helped 
me to the extent of $193,000. I do not know why they did not give 


$7,000 more. I cannot answer that, but I was very pleased to have 
that. 

As I say, my request and the request of the engineers was for 
$300,000. That is why I would like to have $7,000. It isa minor item. 


NEW MELONES PROJECT 


Then we have the New Melones project, $100,000 in the budget for 
planning ; $250,000 was obtained last year to strengthen levees along 
the Stanislaus River. 

They have had some very bad floods there on that river, on the 
levees that were strengthened are levees that protect a lot of Govern- 
ment property. Sharpe General Depot is the largest depot of its 
kind in the West out there. 

The Navy has an installation there that could be flooded unless 
these levees are provided. 

We would like to have that placed in the budget. 

That is all I have. 

Mr. Kirwan. We thank you, Congressman Johnson, for being with 
us today. 

Congressman Jonnson. I thank you. You have always been very 
nice to me, Mr. Chairman. 
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Los ANGELES FLoop Conrro. Prosects 


WITNESS 


HON. EDGAR W. HIESTAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Kirwan. We have Congressman Hiestand with us this morning. 

Mr. Hrestranp. Mr. Chairman, I have boiled this down to a rather 
brief statement. 

I represent a district which might generally be described as the 
northern two-thirds of Los Ange les C ounty. it includes practically 
all of the Angeles National Forest, which is in the Sierra Madre 
Range of mountains. 

It includes also the famous Antelope Valley on the north side of 
the mountains, about two-thirds of San Fernando Valley on the south 
side, and most of the foothill cities and towns of the south side. 

I wish to express my great appreciation to the committee for its 
cooperation, especially in ‘the last 2 years. 

Of all of the disastrous forest fires of the past few years, the one 
most potentially dangerous was known as the Monrovia fire, right 
above the cities of Monrovia, Sierra Madre, and Arcadia, complete sly 
stripping the mountainsides of their moisture- retaining brush and 
presenting a very acute disaster threat to those three ¢ ities. 

As in previous appearances before your committee, we must con- 
tinually realize that when a mountainside or canyon is denuded and 
the rainy season hits, a wall of water can suddenly rush out onto the 
cities and towns below. 

But, gentlemen, this is not simply a wall of water. It is a wall of 
rocks and boulders, some as big as automobiles, rushing pellmell and 
taking out houses, buildings, and lives. 

The losses from the floods of 1934 and 1938 added up to over a 
hundred lives and many millions of dollars in property loss, 

One attack entirely took out one building with 29 lives in it. 

Your committee helped prevent a possible similar disaster this 
winter when five additional debris dams were thrown up above the 
towns of Monrovia, Sierra Madre, and Arcadia. The cost of all of 
them was not large, $7,150,000, and these cities were saved during this 
last rainly season. 

For this cooperation, I again express the great appreciation of these 
communities. 

However, the job is not quite completed. Funds are in this year’s 
requested appropr iation to provide for the connecting up of the runoff 
channels from these and other dams, to the rest of the flood control 
system. The amounts are not large, but they could be very important 
in the event of a really heavy rainstorm, which we did not have in the 
past two rainy s sasons. Such a storm m: Ly be expected at any time. 

Speaking for power and my colleagues, I heartily support the 
budget request for the continuing program for Los Angeles County. 
There are some 24 continuing projects heading toward the completion 
of the protective system. The revised amount needed approximates 
some $23,356,000. 

It is revised downward from the original plan of $27 million to take 
out any amounts that could not be spent economically just now. 
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No funds, for instance, are included for the great Whittier Narrows 
Dam in 1957, since funds now available to the Corps of Engineers are 
sufficient to complete this structure so vitally necessary to protect the 
rapidly growing communities below it. 

Special emphasis should be placed on the fact that this request is 
largely for matching funds, that is, Los Angeles County, through its 
taxes, has raised over the years hundreds of millions of dollars for 
complete cooperation with the Corps of Engineers’ funds, 

In other words, Los Angeles County is doing its share in all of these 
projects. 

Furthermore, the origin of the disaster threat comes from the 
Angeles National Forest, which is federally owned and operated, so 
there is an added Federal responsibility, in addition to that in the 
original authorizing law. 

To this present budget request of $16,500,000, there are four addi- 
tional requests, the need for which has been stressed by storms which 
have occurred since the original budget was prepared : 

WOR ROR AIL 1, 2 nwa ee dn ecncuwet awe dedeen en ..-- $470,000 
Eaton Wash, pt. 2 Bhd phe oo SES ie fi ieduee 909, 000 
Upper Los Angeles River, pt. 8 a ae ‘ 519, 800 
Sierra Madre Villa, tributary to Eaton Wash_____- seems epics eres 


Total___-. : = : .._.-. 2,000, 000 


I might add that these were in the original plans, but they became 
very important now because of the storms of this last winter. It 
changed the situation suddenly and presented an added hazard. 

These estimates were prepared by the Corps of Engineers at my 


request and represent only the additional money which could be well 
and economically spent this fiscal year. 

The projects are especially vital in connecting existing installations 
with runoff facilities. Another inch of rainfall in the reeent storm 
would have caused an overfiow to the runoff channels not yet connected 
to the existing systems. 

Plans and specifications for Eaton Wash, part 2, for instance, are 
ready to be advertised immediately if approved by Congress, 

Again this represents to some degree matching funds. 

That would, gentlemen, raise the budget request which was author- 
ized, screened, boiled down, from the sixteen and a half million dollars 
for Los Angeles County to eighteen and a half million and it is only, 
ventlemen, because these storms changed the picture seriously. 
~ What we need is really a connecting up of the runoff facilities, if 
it becomes suddenly and vitally necessary. 

The budget picture was all set as to the amount that could be econom- 
ically and wisely spent during this year. We have suddenly had these 
other storms which changed the picture by that amount. That is the 
reason for the added request, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. Does that complete your statement, Con- 
gressman ¢ 

Mr. Hiestanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Mr. Hiestand, for appearing before the 
committee. 
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Mercep River Fioop-Conrro, Provecr 


WITNESS 


HON. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE 
OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Kirwan. Our next witness will be Congressman Sisk, of 
California. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much this opportunity 
to appear before your committee to urge an appropriation to complete 
a study by the Corps of Engineers of flood control on the Merced River 
of California. 

I might mention here that I represent a district which is normally 
considered in northern California. This is northern central Cal! 
fornia on the Merced River. 

You may recall that your committee earmarked an appropriation of 
$25,000 of general investigation funds last year to start a review study 
on this river, and I am now seeking an appropriation of $75,000 to 
complete the report. 

It is my understanding that the Corps of Engineers has made sub 
stantial progress on this study, that the results thus far are encourag 
ing and support the view that the completed study may disclose a good 
project, and that it will be possible for the work to be completed during 
fiscal 1957 if sufficient funds are appropriated. If the funds are not 
made available, the study may drag on for several years. 

This isa study of the Horseshoe send project on the Merced River. 
The cost of the project is estimated at around $50 million. Probably 
not more than 10 or 15 percent of the cost would be chargeable to 
flood control. 

If the project is found economically feasible, the Merced Irrigation 
District, a local agency of the State of ¢ alifor nia, proposes to finance 
by far the major share of the cost and is willing to undertake con- 
struction of the project on its own with Federal assistance only to 
the extent necessary to fulfill the Federal obligation covering flood 
control. 

I have here a resolution of the board of directors of the district 
pointing out the urgent nature of this construction to overcome power 
and irrigation water shortages and to control periodic floods doing 
vreat damage in the area. 

The district declares its intention to undertake the construction if 
feasible and points out that $50,000 in district funds already have 
been spent in this study. The district officially requests that we ap- 
propriate funds toe omplete the study so that the district may proceed 
cooperatively with the Federal Government on this project. I ask 
that this resolution be made a part of your record and that the com- 
mittee give it sympathetic consideration. 

(The resolution is as follows:) 


RESOLUTION OF THE BoARD oF DIRECTORS OF THE MERCED IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


Whereas the existing storage facilities on the Merced River are inadequate 
to supply the necessary flood control on said river and on the San Joaquin River 
below the mouth of the Merced River: and 

Whereas flood damages along the Merced and San Joaquin Rivers amount 
to many thousands of dollars annually; and 
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Whereas the Merced Irrigation District owns and controls the major irriga- 
tion and power dam on the Merced River and finds it periodically insufficient 
to supply the district’s needs ; and 

Whereas the Merced Irrigation District has on its own initiative expended 
$50,000 toward the study of additional irrigation and power development on 
the Merced River; and 

Whereas the plans of the Merced Irrigation District call for the continuance 


of such studies of irrigation and power development feasibility to a logical 
conclusion ; and 


Whereas the Merced Irrigation District intends to undertake the irrigation 


and power features of the project if found feasible, said features representing 
the major share of its cost; and 

Whereas the Congress of the United States has made available the sum of 
$25,000 to the Corps of Engineers, Department of Army, during the fiscal year 
1956 for the investigation of flood control and other aspects of a project on the 
Merced River; and 

Whereas the estimated cost of the complete study by the Corps of Engineers 
is $100,000; and 


Whereas the results of the corps’ work in fiscal year 1956 indicate the neces- 
sity of completion of the studies; and 

Whereas the Merced Irrigation District cannot complete its plans until the 
Corps of Engineers’ feasibility studies are completed: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Congress of the United States be requested to appropriate 
the sum of $75,000 for the completion of studies on the Merced River by the 
Corps of Engineers in fiscal year 1957. 

I, Carl T. Christianson, secretary of the board of directors of Merced Irriga- 
tion District, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of 
a resolution of said board of directors adopted at an adjourned regular meeting 
of said board held on Tuesday, March 13, 1956. 

In witness whereof. I have hereunto affixed my hand and the official seal of 
said district, this 14th day of March 1956. 


CARL T. CHRISTIANSON, 
Secretary, Board of Directors, Merced Irrigation District. 

Mr. Sisk. With the district willing an anxious to proceed, it would 
be most unfortunate if this worthy project and the substantial coop- 
eration offered by local beneficiaries were to be indefinitely delayed. 

I am sure you gentlemen will agree this is the kind of project we 
all appreciate having the oppor tunity to back, and is a true coperative 
undertaking. 

It is my understanding that the Chief of Engineers has submitted, 
with the approval of the Bureau of the Budget, an amended budget 
increasing general investigation funds for fiscal 1957 by some $400, 000. 

I understand that the cor ps has earlier tentatively allocated $10,000 
of general investigation funds to continue the Merced River study and 
that the amended budget proposal will tentatively oe an addi- 
tional $65,000 for this purpose, making up the total of $75.000 needed. 

I strongly urge, in view of the pressing need oe tok control 
studies, that your committee approve the funds asked for and that 
you earmark these funds for the Merced River. 

I feel sure, if your committee cares to question representatives of 
the Corps of Engineers, they will verify these facts and will indicate 
this is a worthwhile study which should and can be concluded ex- 
peditiously to the great benefit of the area. 

The people of my district join in my deep appreciation of your 
committee’s action last year in providing the funds to get this study 
underway. 

They will be equally grateful, as I will, for financing of the policy 
you already have approved by making this money available to finish 
the job. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Kirwan. Thank you for appearing in front of the committee, 
Mr. Sisk. . 
Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


AMERICAN River Levee AND Buack Burre Dam Progecr 
WITNESS 


HON. JOHN E. MOSS, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Moss, you may proceed. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
here on two projects in my district. The first is the American River 
levee project authorized during the 83d Congress and for which $90,- 
000 was appropriated in the ¢ urrent fiscal year for necessary planning. 

These levees, approximately 7 miles in length, will complete the 
levee works on the American River near the city of Sacramento, im- 
mediately north and east of the city of Sacramento. 

The area which will be protected is becoming increasingly heavily 
populated. On an average of once every 3 years we have a major 
flood in the area and as the population increases, of course, the flood 
damage increases. 

The average annual loss has been in excess of a million dollars. We 
failed in this year’s heavy flood period in California to be flooded 
in this area, but only because of a most unusual circumstance. Folsom 
Dam on the American River had been just completed. It was not in 
full operation. 

In the matter of about a week Folsom went from less than a hundred 
thousand acres of stored water to almost 900,000 acre-feet. Water 
was being released from the dam at that point within inches of the 
top of the existing levee system. 

In any recurrence of flood we will be inundated as we have in the 
past even with Folsom Dam in operation. 

As a matter of fact, the damage in this area will be greater with 
the dam in operation than it was in the past because the ‘flood period 
would be of a more sustained duration. 

The supplemental request of the President includes $400,000 for 
construction on these levees. 

The planning will be completed by February 1, 1957, and construc- 
tion can be immediately gotten underway. 

However, I have a letter from General Itschner in response to a 
request I directed to his office, which indicates that $700,000 could be 
economically used and that the total cost of the levee to the Federal 
Government is about $1,200,000. 

The quicker it is built the more quickly the benefits of the flood- 
control work can accrue to the people in the area. 

There is a substantial State and local contribution required in the 
supplying of rights-of-way and other pertinent works in the opera- 
tion of this section of levees. 

I would urge, if at all possible, that in view of the fact there is no 
ultimate saving accruing through any slower schedule of appropria- 
tion, the amount the engineers indicated they can economically use 
during the next fiscal year be made available to them. 
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Floods, as we all know, are very frightening and in my district 
this past year I probably have had some of the most severe floods in 
the Nation. There is still substantial acreage under water. 

In that connection, there is another project in the northern portion 
of my district which was authorized some 20 years ago and gradually 
some funds have been channeled in for planning. That is the Black 
Butte Dam near the city of Orland in Glenn Cc ounty, Calif. Last 
year the committee provided $50,000 for planning on this project. 
Tt is one which prevents flooding into an area which has experienced 
in the past many severe floods. 

The snow packs in the mountains at this time; we are just waiting 
for another major flood in that area 

There is a recommendation of $50,000 in the budget for continued 
planning. I believe that planning remaining to be done totals some- 
thing in ‘the neighborhood of $324, 000, 

Again in response to a letter directed to the Corps of Engineers, 
General Sturgis has indicated that the engineers could fit into their 
schedule reasonably and ec ‘onomict ally a planning schedule of $125,000 
on this project for the fiscal 1957. 

Again I would urge that because of the critical nature of the area 
the project is designed to protect, that the amount indicated by the 
engineers as being that which they could economically use, be made 
ave ailable to them. 

It is going to take quite a number of years after the planning is 
completed before construction can be completed. 

But any accelerated program will ultimately benefit a great many 


people and reserve much property in an area of rapid growth. If 
there are any questions, I will be very happy to answer them. 
Mr. Kirwan. Thank you for appearing before the committee. 


CALIFORNIA FLoop Controu Prosectrs 
WITNESS 


HON. CLAIR ENGLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Kirwan. Congressman Engle is next and we are glad to have 
him before our committee. 

Mr. Ener. Thank you very much and I am very glad to be here. 

I am appearing here today in support of the rec ommended amounts 
for the California flood-control projects, but most particularly and 
specifically for an allowance by this committee to continue the con- 
struction of the Sacramento River major and minor tributaries, and 
in particular two physically separate units which were started some 
years ago but not completed. 

The Sacramento River major and minor tributaries and these two 
projects in particular were authorized by the Flood Control Act of 
1944, 

They are the Mud, Chico, and Sandy Gulch Creeks projects which 
would involve a diversion of floodwaters from Chico Creek to Sandy 
Gulch together with such levees and channel improvements as neces- 
sary. 

Second is the Butte, Little Chico, and Cherokee Canal project, 
which would involve a diversion of floodwaters from Little Chico 
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to Butte Creek, together with such levees and channel improvements 
as necessary. 

These flood control works would provide protection for an area 
of about 204,000 acres, including the communities of Chico, Durham, 
Nelson, and Richvale. The agricultural areas total almost 200,000 
acres and consist almost entirely of fully developed irrigated farms 
with water systems. 

In 1950 work was initiated on Butte Creek and about $900,000 was 
spent on construction of levees on the lower reaches. ‘This work is and 
will be virtually ineffective in controlling floods until levees are com- 
pleted on the upper portion of the creek. 

The Corps of Engineers report that in addition to the $900,000 al- 
ready spent, an additional sum of $2,800,000 will be necessary to com- 
plete these projects. 

The individual costs are as follows: 

Butte and Little Chico Creeks, $700,000 ; 

Cherokee Canal, $1,670,000; and the 

Chico, Sandy Gulch and Mud Creek, $440,000. 

I want to call the committee’s attention to some photographs I have 
here which show what happened. 

The Army engineers went out there and undertook to build these 
projects starting at the south end. They started at the lower end 
of the project for reasons which perhaps they can explain. They 
got about halfway through and the Korean war intercepted the con- 
struction and it was stopped after the expenditure of nearly a million 
dollars. I had been before this committee twice before but I haven’t 
been able to get either the Army engineers or the Bureau of Budget 
to put it back in. 

Here is a picture that shows the levees sitting out in 3 miles of water. 
In other words, what has happened is this: that the Federal Govern- 
ment has spent nearly a million dollars to build a project, got it half 
started and then quit, which would be just like building a_house, 
putting in the foundation and putting up the walls and then leavi ing 
the roof off. Because the water originates upstream, it goes outside 
of those levees even in case of a minor flood. As a consequence that 
tends to deteriorate the present levees. 

In short, the Federal Government is losing the million dollars that 
it has already put into this project. 

I went to the Army engineers this fall, and I have reliable informa- 
tion although you cannot have exact information, that they recom- 
mended for the regular budget item $250,000 to initiate the comple- 
tion of these 2 units of the Sacramento m: jor and minor tributaries. 
Now, I make that very clear because these two units are severable and 
separate units and can be completed by themselves without under- 
taking at this time the completion of all the Sacramento River major 
and minor tributaries. 

What I am saying is, they have invested $900,000 plus on these sepa- 
rate units and have left them incomplete with the lower levees built 
deteriorating and falling down. 

I am informed they sent in the recommendation and I have what 
| regard as good information, Mr. Chairman, that the Chief of Engi- 
neers also recommended the inclusion of this item in the regular budget 
but it was not sent up, as you know. 
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The budget sent up.some supplemental recommendations, some of 
which have been testified to today. 

There will be spent over $100 million on new works and I ask the 
Bureau of the Budget how on earth, conceding the importance of 
those projects, they would fail to send up and approve the inclusion 
of the completion of these particular items. 

I have not had any adequate answer to that, but, Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to suggest that when the Army engineers appear, and I 
understand they are to appear subsequently, that an appropriate in- 
quiry be made to determine whether or not it is not true that they 
did recommend the inclusion of this item in the original budget which 
came up here in January, which, of course, establishes the priority of 
this project as far as need and importance is concerned. If it is 
true, as I assert that it is, that the engineers included and recommended 
that they go ahead and finish this job and not permit the Federal 
Government to lose a million dollars already invested, then I ask this 
committee in its discretion include the $250,000 in the appropriation 
bill reported out. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your statement ? 

Mr. Enote. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the total estimated cost of this project? 

Mr. Enote. The total estimated cost is an additional $2,800,000. 
They have already spent over $900,000. 

Take these streams which I have mentioned. 

Mr. JensEN. I am looking at this picture. I see a canal running 
down through the center of the valley. Is that the channel? 

Mr. Encte. That is the two levees, and if the gentleman will permit 
me, I will point out where the construction works end. 

Mr. Jensen. I wish you would do that. 

Mr. Enete. The picture shows two clearly defined dark lines toward 
the middle of the picture, running what would be north, north geo- 
graphically from the Butte Mountains, which are shown in the back- 
ground, and southerly. They end at the single horizontal line across 
the picture. That is the end of the works completed by the Army 
engineers. 

Mr. Jensen. Is that little channel supposed to carry all the water 
that collects in this valley ? 

Mr. Enere. It is not and it will not carry it all, but what it will 
do in times of normal flood is channel and control these streams when 
used in connection with the other works which have been set up by 
the Army engineers under this project. 

Of course, this was a highly abnormal flood. You can see here 
the valley is practically a lake, but, as I say, that does not excuse, 
it seems to me, the failure to complete the job and to save the invest- 
ment already made by the Army engineers in those existing levees. 

Those existing levees would be continued north and integrated 
with the other levees and works planned by the engineers on this 
stream system. 

Mr. Jensen. Would any of these funds be reimbursable ? 

Mr. Enerr. The funds would not be reimbursable, but the mainte- 
nance and operation of the flood-control works, when completed, would 
be taken over and handled by the local people. 

Mr. Jensen. And after the estimated total cost of $2,800,000 there 
would be no more Federal expense ? 





Mr. Enote. That is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. The local people would take over / 

Mr. Enotr. Take over and manage and control and maintain the 
levees and the work. 

Mr. Jensen. Is that a fertile valley ? 

Mr. Eneie. Tremendously fertile. 

Mr. Jensen. What is raised there ? 

Mr. Enotes. Everything on earth; mostly, in that area which you 
are looking at, Mr. Jensen, it is fruits. That is a fruit and almond 
area around Durham. The chairman will remember, I am sure, the 
Chico-Durham area. It is immediately south of Redding and Red 
Bluff. 

Mr. Jensen. I remember. 

Mr. Enate. I am sure you would remember, too. 

Lower down, it is rice. In the particular area that the gentleman 
is looking at, and a little north of that, that is the greatest almond- 
producing section in California. 

Mr. Jensen. How many acres is involved in this flood area of this 
valley as shown on this map / 

Mr. Encir. Over 200,000 acres and all of it is highly developed, and 
it must be remembered, Mr. Jensen, that this project was approved 
and authorized in 1944 on the basis of the farm values then. Since 
that time, the population of this area has increased 50 percent and, in 
addition to that, the farm values have increased correspondingly and 
notwithstanding it, as I say, we are sitting here with a house half built. 

Mr. JeNnsEN. The local people are not financ ially able to do this 
on their own accord ? 

Mr. Enexe. No, they are not. 

Mr. JENsEN. That is all. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Congressman Engle. 


Reponpo Beacu SmMAuui Boar Harpor 


WITNESS 


HON. CECIL R. KING, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Kirwan. We will now hear Congressman King of California. 

Mr. Kine. As you know, Mr. C hairman, the Redondo Beach area is 
in my district in California and has been granted $1,500,000 for the 
1956-57 budget for commencement of construction on the Redondo 
Beach breakwater. 

That fact is keenly appreciated by the citizens of this city inas- 
much as it has now been many years since cessation of work on the 
original breakwater project, and in the meantime, one of California’s 
most delightful beach areas has been completely eroded away. 

In recent years the ocean has encroached to the extent that the very 
streets and public utilities of this city have been seriously damaged. 

Following a study by the local engineers, I have been advised that 
considerable eventual savings to the Government could be realized in 
the overall cost if the job could be awarded on a, continuing contract 
basis inasmuch as the unit price for a ton of rock should be con- 
siderably lower than if awarded on a limited contract basis limiting 
the contract to the amount of money allocated. 





586 


If this were on a continuing contract basis, then the work would 
proceed uninterrupted to a, final conclusion. 

It would be well to bear in mind that almost the entire cost of this 
operation is for the purch ise and placement of rock for the construc- 
tion of an ocean breakwater, and, of course, the stone is to be provided 
and placed by the contractor at a unit bid price of so many dollars per 
ton of rock in place. 

The larger the quantity in which this rock can be delivered and 
placed, the cheaper the contractor can bid. If he knows he is going to 
work continuously throughout the year for the continuing contract 
with money from which the progress payments can be made, it would 
expedite this work considerably. 

An analysis made by the local engineer, which I am submitting for 
the record, reveals an average expenditure ‘of $2 2,511,108 per year would 
be necessary to complete the project within the time limit established 
by the contract documents and the call for bids. Therefore, operating 
at the required level to compete this within the allotted time, the 
project would have to be closed down after approximately 7.2 months 
of work, inasmuch as the $1,500,000 would have been expended in that 
length of time. 

It is evident also that the contractor’s cost duri ing the first year will, 
no doubt, be considerably greater than subsequent years because of the 
initial cost of setting up his plant, buying equipment, installing spur 
tracks and roadways, and developing ‘his | organization. 

A shutdown would, under the terms of the contract, require a nego- 
tiated settlement with the contractor in order to reimburse him for 
losses occasioned by the delay. 

The placing of the breakwater should be expedited all possible after 
a start is made, because any uncompleted portion in place could ad- 
versely affect ocean wave action, tides, sand drifts, currents, and so 
forth, which conceivably, in turn, could damage not only the uncom- 
pleted portions of the breakw: ater, but also ‘damage present beach 
frontage for an indefinite length of coastline. 

Therefore, in the interest of m: aking available to the Federal Gov- 
ernment the very best unit bid prices obtainable and in expediting the 
work to a final conclusion, I most sincerely urge this committee to con- 
sider our request for a minimum additional appropriation of $1,200,- 
000 to allow for a continuous and economical construction project, as 
it appears the part of wisdom, now that the project is committed, to 
pursue it toa conclusion at the earliest possible date. 

I am also submitting for the record correspondence received from 
the city manager of Redondo Beach, Mr. F. E. Hopkins. 

(The material referred to follows :) 

Cirry oF Reponpo Beacn, CAtir., 
February 10, 1956. 
Hon. Cecit R. Kine, M. C., 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN KING: We are very pleased to report that the city council 
has taken appropriate action in Redondo so that the Corps of Engineers have 
been able to accept our commitments in regard to the construction of the 
Redondo Beach small boat harbor. Advertisements for bids will be on Feb- 
ruary 20 with the opening and award of bids probably sometime in March so 
the work can start in April or May. 

It is the desires of the local office to award this on a continuing contract basis, 
becanse the unit price for a ton of rock would be considerably lower than if 
awarded on a limited contract basis and limiting the contract to the amount 
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of money allocated. If this were on a continuing contract basis, then the work 
would proceed uninterrupted to a final conclusion. However, after having seen 
their construction schedules for this type of work and finding that the Budget 
Bureau had only recommended $1,500,000 for next year’s allocation for the con 
tinuance of this work, we know that a good contractor, who would do this work 
in an orderly and workmanlike fashion based on a continuing contract of a job 
of this size, would utilize, to get a fair and reasonable unit price, about $2,700,000 
during the course of construction for the next 12 months immediately following 
next July 1. 

One of the purposes of this letter is to see if there are any possibilities of 
having this allocation raised to the necessary amount to make available to the 
Federal Government the very best unit bid prices, and of course, we are interested 
in expediting the work to a final conclusion as soon as possible. 

Therefore, as in the past, we are calling upon your good offices to assist us i 
this matter, if possible. Anything you need from us on this, and if necessary 
or desirable for anyone from Redondo to appear there and make an appearatice 
before a committee or supply any information, we would be most happy to do so. 

Would you please advise us as to the best procedure in this matter. 

The whole community, again, wishes to express their appreciation for your 
part in getting this long sought after project underway. 

Yours truly, 
F. E. Hopkins, City Manager 


BRIEF ON GENERAL [’ROGRESS ESTIMATES FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF REDONDO BEACH 
HARBOR 


This brief is based on the approved Design Memorandum No. 1, General Design 
for Rendondo Beach Harbor, Calif., Corps of Engineers, United States Army, 
Los Angeles District, June 1955. This design memorandum has been approved 
by everyone concerned, with only slight modifications as to technical specifica- 
tions. Final approval, of course, was made by the Chief of Engineers, in Wash- 
ington, D. C. This is also based on Specifications for North and South Break- 
waters for Rendondo Beach Harbor, Calif., Los Angeles District, Corps of 
Engineers, United States Army, Reference CIVENG—04—353-—56—-43. 

It has been noted with a little apprehension that the proposed budget for the 
1956-57 fiscal year, as transmitted to Congress, included an item for only 
$1,500,000 for the Redondo Beach Harbor project. Therefore, based upon the 
following information, we are asking this appropriation to be raise@ to the amount 
of between $2,700,000 and $3 million to allow for a continuous and economical 
construction project. 

1. An analysis made by our city engineer, which is attached hereto, reveals 
an average expenditure of $2,511,108 per year would be necessary to complete 
the project within the time limit established by the contract documents and the 
call for bids. This, of course, is based upon the district engineers’ estimates of 
the cost of work. Based on similar construction in the Los Angeles area, these 
estimates are believed to be within reasonable limits of any bids which will be 
submitted. 


2. Therefore, operating at the required level to complete this within the allotted 


time, the project would have to be closed down after approximately 7.2 months 
of work. inasmuch as the $1,500,000 would have been expended in that length 
of time. 

3. With many years of personal experience, I know it to be customary in the 
heavy construction industry that most contractors endeavor to reduce the 
time allotment by 10 to 20 pereent for the following reasons: 

(a) By completing the project ahead of schedule, they reduce their over 
head cost and therefore increase their profit. 

(b) To be ahead of schedule to take care of any unforeseen circumstances 
that might delay the work, such as an act of God, weather, strikes, lockouts, 
ete. 

(c) It is just plain good business to be ahead of schedule if possible to 
allow ample time for cleanup, final inspection, and any other contingency, 
and not have to fight a last minute deadline. 

4. On the above basis, it would be prudent to allow 15 percent over the basic 
minimum requirement to complete this project on schedule. 


! t The basic minimum, 
as developed by the city engineer, is the amount of $2,511,108 per year. Fifteen 
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percent over and above this would bring the total to $2,887,774. Therefore, the 
allocation should be raised to this amount as a minimum. 

5. If the contractor has anticipated operating at 15 percent ahead of schedule, 
which is reasonable, then the inspection, supervision, and other overhead costs 
accruing to the Corps of Engineers would be proportionately reduced, resulting 
in a saving to the Government in the overall cost of this project. 

6. This, too, would eliminate any possibility of the necessity for the negotiated 
liquidation of the contract because of the inability of the Corps of Engineers 
to meet their monthly progress payments. 

7. In summary, it appears the part of wisdom, now that the project is com- 
mitted, to pursue it to a conclusion at the earliest possible moment. 

I. E. Hopkins, City Manager. 


Marcu 12, 1956. 
To: F. E. Hopkins, city manager. 
From: F. C. Nybye, city engineer. 
Subject: Redondo Beach breakwater construction cost and time schedule. 

The cost estimate for the completed breakwater, as it has been planned within 
the specification prepared by the Army engineers, and for which bids are due 
on March 29, 1956, is $5,650,000. 

The time, set also by the Army engineers, for completion of the project is 
27 months. 

From the above cost and time schedule an expenditure rate of $209,259 per 
month, or $2,511,108 per year, would be necessary for completion of the project 
within the allowable time. 

The following statements are for the purpose of demonstrating that possible 
and probable extra or additional costs would accrue if it became necessary to 
slow or to shut the job down for any reason after the initial start: 

(1) As the specification establishes a $3800 a day penalty clause in the con- 
tract for time required beyond the 27 months, it is obvious that the contractor 
will gear his timing from the very start of construction to meet this imposed 
schedule. Therefore, he will be operating at a rate of $209,259 per month, which 
would more than likely force a shutdown if funds, in sufficient amount, were 
not available. 

(2) It is evident also that the contractor’s cost during the first year will no 
doubt be considerably greater than subsequent years because of the initial cost 
of setting up his plant, buying equipment, installing spur tracks and roadways 
and developing his organization. 

(3) A shutdown would, under the terms of the contract, require a negotiated 
settlement with the contractor in order to reimburse him for losses occasioned 
by the delay. 

(4) The placing of the breakwater should be expedited all possible after a 
start is made, because any uncompleted portion in place could adversely affect 
ecean wave action, tides, sand drifts, currents, etc., which conceivably, in turn, 
could damage not only the uncompleted portions of the breakwater, but also 
damage present beach frontage for an indefinite length of coastline. 


F. C. Nysye, City Engineer. 


Ciry oF ReEDONDO BEACH, CALIF., 
March 22, 1956. 
Ceci R. Kine, M. C., 
Congress of the United States, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN KING: This is a supplementary to my brief submitted a 
few days ago in regard to the necessity for increasing the allocation for the 
Redondo Beach breakwater project. 

In reviewing my brief of a few days ago, and after careful consideration, I 
thought it might be helpful to you, inasmuch as you may not have the specifica- 
tions and design memorandum immediately available to you there, to point out 
that almost the entire cost of this operation is for the purchase and placement of 
rock for the construction of an ocean breakwater, and, of course, the stone is to be 
provided and placed by the contractor at a unit bid price of so many dollars per 
ton of rock in place. The exception to this is $30,000 for two navigation aids and 
$2,000 for replacing the existing rock. 

The balance of the contract is for rock in place which amounts to 1,176,000 tons. 
To place this rock during the contract limits would mean a monthly delivery of 
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43,556 tons of rock. The average estimated cost of the rock in place is a little over 
$6 per ton for cap stone and $3 per ton for base and core stone. In a year 522,672 
tons of stone would have to be placed which would amount to approximately 
$2,066,664. 

Therefore, the estimated cost for the first year could be broken down as follows: 


RU TI sa adc cretccncemeee bl eee ed ee ie ee $2, 066, 664 
Reset existing stone_ Sie as Se ee SF 2, OOO 
Engineering, supervision, and administration__- 3 Go as 173, 328 
i = : 269, 040 


Total 2, 511, 082 


The larger the quantity in which this rock can be delivered and placed, the 
cheaper the contractor can bid. If he knows he is going to work continuously 
throughout the year for the continuing contract with money from which the 
progress payments can be made, it would expedite this work considerably. 

As pointed out in my brief, the bare minimum to comply with the plans, speci- 
fications, the call for bids and the contract documents, would be the approximate 
$2,511,000 per year. 

I thought I might point out that this contract is for so many tons of rock in 
place and that there are no exceedingly heavy expenditures for any single item 
of installation which would consume a great portion of this money at the last 
moment, making this a fair and equitable allocation for the first year’s opera- 
tions. The yearly operations will remain the same and it is a question of delivery 
and placement of rock for a breakwater and completing the job as specified, all of 
which are based on good and sound engineering data. 

Yours truly, 
F. E. Hopkins, City Manager. 


Mr. Kine. Mr. Chairman, with my limited knowledge of engineer- 
ing, I conv eraed long distance with these two competent men and, as 
happy as we are, after these many years, to secure enough money to 
get this job going, it seems now that it will go fine for 7 “months ‘and 


then cease until additional moneys are made available. 

That is precisely what brought about this most unfortunate situa- 
tion in the first place. 

Back in 1939, under PWA auspices, this project was started. A 
jetty some 1,400 feet into the ocean was completed and stopped and 
the engineers have determined that it is this jetty that has upset the 
normal flow of the current and the tide has eroded and completely 
taken away this grand beach. They are just apprehensive that another 
added bit of footage to the existing breakwater would perhaps bring 
a new and unexpected swirl that they are not prepared to cope with. 

I realize that when you once get an appropriation for something, 
that you should be happy with it regardless, but I am much in ace ord 
with the engineers’ thinking on this particular project. 

That is all I have to say. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you for appearing before us, Congressman 
King. 


Vaquero Dam AND VENTURA River Provgects 
WITNESSES 


HON. CHARLES M. TEAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
A. B. HANSON, OF SANTA MARIA, CALIF. 


Mr. Kirwan. We will now hear Congressman Teague. 

Mr. Tracve. I am here at this time, Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the 
appropriation for Ventura River project, a Bureau of Reclamation 
project, and it is a budget item. 
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I will briefly call your attention to the fact that this authorization 
bill passed both Houses, both bodies, without dissent. The repayment 
contract has been executed. All but $160,000 of the total cost of this 
project is reimbursable. It has a benefit-to-cost ratio of 414 to 1. 
There are not any agricultural products which are in surplus which 
are involved herein any way. The local district has contributed 
$850,000 of its own funds. This certainly is a most urgent need. It is 
not in an area like Congressman Engle was talking about. There they 
have a severe drought. 

This repayment contract has some unusual features. It provides 
that all interest which is paid must remain in the United States 
Treasury and cannot be used for contract payouts. It further pro- 
vides interest is payable during construction as funds are advanced. 

Plans and specifications have all been completed. 

As I say, the repayment contracts have been executed. It is a 
matter of getting the necessary money to get started and it seems 
to be a most worthy case to me. 

I think I should mention this, if I may, Mr. Chairman: 

At a later time I may ask the permission to come before you, 
perhaps with a representative of the Bureau of Reclamation. A 
study now being made indicates we can save a whole rainy season 
if we can secure an extra $2 million for work this year. 

Now, that possibly can be done by reallocating unexpended. funds. 
That matter is being looked into. If it could “be made possible, I 
should like to make it clear that any money made available for such 
purpose would bear interest from the time it is advanced. 

That completes my statement. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have here and would like to introduce to 
you 2 of my constituents who have come 3,000 miles from California 
to testify in opposition to the Santa Maria ee. 

The proponents of the appropriation for the Santa Maria project, 
I understand, will be heard before your committee tomorrow and I 
will be here with them also. 

This is Mr. Hanson, Mr. Andrew Hanson, of Santa Maria, and 
Mr. Dominick Ardantz, of Santa Maria. 

Mr. Kirwan. You may proceed, Mr. Hanson. 

Mr. Hanson. Good morning. 


STATEMENT OF A. B. HANSON 


You have previously received copies of the signatures of 160 
farmers and landowners in the Santa Maria Valley Water Conserva- 
tion District who are petitioning Congress to refuse further appro- 
priations for the Vaquero project. These are the copies which I 
think you have all received. 

These farmers represent landowners and renters representing over 
three-quarters of the acreage of the Santa Maria Valley Water Con- 
servation District. Now, they do not want this. 

First, we farmers realize and are firmly convinced that the farming 
business today is in an economic distress period and there appears 
to be no formula in sight which would justify any proposition that 
would practically double our taxes and mortgage our lands for 40 
years in an amount greater than most people paid for their land 


originally. 
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NO CONSERVATION FEATURES 


As the dam is planned, it contains a few conservation features, 
if any. It is proposed to release whatever waters might be im- 
pounded each year and by the first of September of any given year 
there would be no water in storage. During a wet cycle there is no 
need for it and during a dry cycle there would be no water, so our 
water supply would not be in any better supply than it is at present. 

The underground streams are just what the name implies; they flow 
constantly toward the ocean. On this point we agree with the pro- 
ponents of the dam. 

OPPOSITION 


When a congressional subcommittee held a hearing in April 1953, 
it listened to much highly exaggerated testimony favorable to the 
construction of the dam from witnesses appearing on behalf of the 
project. It was testified that there was no local opposition. Since the 
election, we believe the 1,700 “no” votes cast proved this earlier 
testimony completely unreliable. 


THREE THOUSAND UNFARMED ACRES 


Another unreliable piece of testimony given this earlier committee 
was the reference made to the 3,000 acres withdrawn from farming in 
1951 due to the then alleged water shortage. 

This was a gross exaggeration multiplied some 10 times, because 
the true figures might be approximately 3,000 acres, and most of this 
land grew 1 crop that year. The 3,000-acre figure cannot possibly 
be documented. 

The Bureau of Reclamation also testified at that time. I don't 
believe they testified, but it was in their report; they said there was 
no local opposition. 

In the light of the testimony given, this is only an example. 

Mr. Kirwan. I will have to interrupt you at that point. Did 
any opposition appear in front of the authorizing committee? 

Mr. Hanson. I was just going to mention that right now. 

In light of the testimony given, and the dire predic tions made for 
disaster and stream emergency that was pictured in the proposition, 
we certainly can’t blame Congress for approving the project, but 
the farmers sometimes are very ‘busy with their crops, prices, weather, 
one thing and another, and they sometimes overlook these things, and 
that is exactly what happened at that time. 

We realized that we shouldn't, that our opponents should have 
appeared before that committee of Congress, but I want to point out 
to you another little unfair thing about this whole thing: 

There has been a tax imposed on the district, I think, for, I will say, 
15 or 20 years. I don’t know the exact date. It was possibly 1938 
when it was first drawn. The tax has been collected all these years 
on the district and that is where those moneys were financed, where the 
finances came for all the innumerable trips that have been made to 
Washington by the promoters of the project. 

Over years and years there have been innumerable trips made and 
they had the tax moneys to make the trips on. Whenever we make a 
trip, gentlemen, we pay for it ourselves. 


75294—56—pt. 1 38 
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Now, that is one of the reasons why the farmers possibly slipped 
up a little. 

Mr. Kirwan. I am going to interrupt you again. Who voted that 
tax? It was not the Congress who proposed the tax? It was the 
people themselves in that particular district. 

Mr. Hanson. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think what I have to say will 
perhaps answer that question. 

When the project received its initial congressional approval it was 
to be voted on locally on the basis of rural areas voting separately 
from the urban sections, with a negative vote by either group defeat- 
ing the project. Farmers and landowners were not too concerned 
under this voting plan, because they felt that rural vote would defeat 
the project. 

The promoters of Vaquero Dam apparently realized this condition, 
so in the last few months prior to the election the voting method was 
changed to the plan where all precincts would vote as one, requiring 
only a simple majority to approve, and the rural vote was not a 
distinct vote. 

In 2 precincts that were strictly rural the vote was 2 to 1 “no.” 
The city of Guadalupe, which has the largest percentage of opposition, 
21% to 1, had a large rural section voting in the city. 


DEMOCRACY IN REVERSE 


We have an example of democracy in reverse. The small sugar 
factory town of Betteravia, owned and dominated by the Union Sugar 
(o., and where most of the voters are employees of this company, gave 
the largest percentage of votes favorable to the project; 82 “yes,” 
18 “no.’ 

For some unknown reason Union Sugar Co. saw fit to support this 
project. I repeat, most of the Betteravia voters were their employees 
and do not own any land in Betteravia. The few “no” votes were 
accounted for by some farmers from the surrounding area who voted 
in Betteravia. 

APPEAL TO VOTERS 


The promoters of Vaquero Dam, in their enthusiasm to gain votes 
favorable to the project, appealed to the merchants, businessmen, and 
labor groups on the basis of profits to accrue to the former and jobs 
to be created for the second group during the period of construction. 

Farmers and landowners, who are the ones supposed to be benefited 
by this project, are under the impression that Bureau of Reclamation 
projects are primarily water conservation for agricultural purposes. 
Why then should urban people who have the voting strength, own no 
land, nor operate farms, force this type of program upon us when 
we do not favor it and the benefits are so questionable ¢ 

Furthermore, we have to pay the bill and jeopardize our lands. 
True, the cities will be paying a portion of it, but per capita we are 
the ones to carry the burden. 

Preceding the election, the promoters of V aquero released a barrage 
of propaganda, misleading statements, and pictures, and a variety 
of half-truths and untruths about matters that had very little to do 
with water conservation. 
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The president of the local labor council appeared several times on 
television, paid for by the district, urging labor to vote “yes” on 
Vaquero and telling them about all the benefits that would come 
to labor during its construction until anyone would have thought 
it wasa WPA project. 

UNFAIR BOUNDARIES 


The Santa Maria Valley Water Conservation District is not 
equitably set up and the boundaries are unfair and unjust. 

There are several thousand acres of irrigated land lying outside the 
district to the south, which will pay none of the tax imposed, but if 
any benefits were to accrue as a result of Vaquero, they would have par- 
ticipation as directly as any other lands. 

By the same token, there are hundreds of acres of land lying along 
the Sisquoc River for a distance of several miles above the junction of 
the Cuyama and Sisquoe Rivers that are a part of the district, but 
could not possibly 1 receive any benefit from Vaquero Dam which is lo- 

cated on the Cuyama River. The town of Sisquoc is in this area, miles 
above where the rivers merge. 


COST OF WATER 


As I have mentioned before, we have wet and dry cycles. 

For a period of 11 years, 1945 to 1955, inclusive, there was only 1 
year, 1952, when any water reached the ocean. 

It is extremely interesting at this point to make some calculation on 
water costs. 

The repayment sums during the 11-year period at $306,000 per year, 
as this program is set up, would have been $3,366,000. A conservative 
estimate of the water flow during the 11-year period is about 20,000 
acre-feet of water that actually flowed down the Santa Maria River 
and reached the ocean, and this from both rivers. 

For our purpose, let us assume that the entire amount of 20,000 acre- 
feet had come from the Cuyama River alone. This gives us a cost of 
$168 per acre-foot of water for the benefits during the prescribed pe- 
riod. This is only part of the story. This is interest-free money and 
somebody must pay the interest, which at least doubles the amount over 
a 40-year period. That would make this water cost someone $336 an 
acre-foot. 

How can anyone favor a deal like this when our water in the Santa 
Maria Valley is now costing us around $3 to $4 per acre-foot 4? Remem- 
ber, this amount of water is the combined flow of both streams. 

I noticed where Congressman Donovan, of New York, in question- 
ing one of the w itnesses or some of the witnesses at a heari ing in 1953, 
made the remark that they had made so many trips to Washintgon that 
he thought they could have almost built the dam with the amount of 
money spent in coming back here. 

W ell, I see a large group of proponents back here again, returning 
superv isors and one thing or another, and I am ine lined to agree with 
Congressman Donovan. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your story ? 

Mr. Hanson. Yes. 

Mr. Kirwan. We will take it up with the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Jensen. When was this project authorized ? 
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Mr. Hanson. Well, it was authorized after that hearing in 1953. 
Mr. Jensen. How much money has been spent on planning so far? 
Mr. Hanson. I think $1 million has been authorized. 

Mr. Jensen. No construction has started 4 

Mr. Hanson. No. 

Mr. Jensen. What percentage of the farmers in the area are op- 
posed to this projec t? 

Mr. Hanson. The farmers we are representing, we have the signa- 
tures of a number of farmers representing over three-quarters of the 
acreage, but there are many more who are opposed to it, you know. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, gentlemen, for your testimony. 


Martna Det Rey INver ann Basin 


WITNESSES 


HON. JAMES ROOSEVELT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

REX THOMPSON 

FRANCIS McLAUGHLIN 

COL. M. WILSON 


Mr. Kirwan. Congressman James Roosevelt is with us this morning. 

We are glad to have you. You may proceed. 

Mr. Roosk vet, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, m: Ly 
I first introduce the gentlemen who are with me. They are Mr. 
Thompson, Mr. W ilson, and Mr. McLaughlin. 


Mr. Kirwan. We have had Mr. Thompson and Mr. McLaughlin 
here before. 

Mr. Roosrvetr. Yes. These gentlemen represent the local interests 
in the project under discussion, which I would like to take up first, if 
that is all right with the members of the committee. 

I want to discuss the Marina Del Rey Inlet and Basin project at 
Venice, Calif., which is in the budget. 

This small-craft harbor project, located on the Bay of Santa Monica 
12 miles from the center of a 5.5 million population, was studied and 
recommended by the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, in 1948, 
However, the Korean conflict delayed this project and its develop- 
ment was reactivated in 1954 and, subsequently, authorized by the 83d 
Congress as a Federal project, re maine portion of its overall cost. to 
be provided by the local interest, i. e., the county of Los Angeles. 

At its spring session, the 84th Cc emesis appropriated $35,000 under 
the title “Construction, general”; this to assure the local interest of 
continuing interest and intent. 

As of this January last, the President’s budget message to the Con- 
gress designated this development as a continuing project and recom- 
mended the amount of $ $355,000 be appropr iated toward its construc- 
tion for the fiscal year of 1957. 

The Bureau of the Budget has recommended that the Federal Gov- 
ernment provide 50 percent of the cost of this harbor’s general naviga- 
tion features, which would mean a total Federal outlay estimated at 
$2,177,000, or some 9 percent of the project's total completed cost. 
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I want to emphasize that 9 percent figure because [ think it is about 
as low as any project which will come before the committee and, 
therefore, the local interest is prepared to provide the balance which 
is estimated at $24,188,000. This latter figure, exclusive of the ex- 
pense of purchasing the site which is expected to approximate some 
$2.5 million for 900 acres, more or less, is to be provided by the local 
interest. 

As of this January 1956, the county of Los Angeles employed five 
private appraisal firms who are now so engaged to the end that title 
to the area may be acquired by the county at an early date. 

To further assure the Federal Government of sincere interest and 
positive intent, the county has already expended several hundreds of 
thousands of dollars both with private firms and public agencies for 
engineering studies and designs and other expenses enc umbent unto 
the proper preparation toward a development of this consequence. 

This harbor as a complete and operating facility will provide nu- 
merous pertinent regional benefits otherwise unavailable, regardless 
of their obvious desirability and some of which may be listed below, 
to wit: 

The only location between the harbors of San Pedro and Santa 
Barbara, distance 80 miles, that would provide on our westward shore- 
line the base for a Coast Guard general search and rescue unit; this 
not only to protect coastwise surface craft, but also to provide pro- 
tection to that harbor traffic attendant to our international airport 
located but 114 miles distant whose air traffic is now second heaviest 
in the Nation, 90 percent of which traffic in departing must utilize 
the seaward extensions of the runways and experience its critical flight 
period in gaining cruising altitude over the open ocean. 

If you have ever flown into Los Angeles, you know you take off into 
the ocean, and if you drop, there would be nothing to fish you out. 

Provide a standby or auxiliary harbor in times of national emer 
gency, a harbor located on a main rail line and at the focal termini 
of our master highway system, and a harbor capable of accommo- 
dating not only LST’s but such dee sper draft vessels up to and includ- 
Ing ¢ minesweeper S. 

Converting a nonproductive submarginal area of tidal marshland 
he a thriving commercial and industr ial district, and, in so doing, 
stimulate the regional economy by providing a new market for labor 
and materials. 

The significance of this new labor market can only be appreciated 
with the realization that this harbor will accommodate 7,000 water- 
berthed and 2,000 land-stored small craft whose construction, main- 
tenance, and repair is estimated by our economic studies to require 
the full-time services of approximately 1,200 skilled craftsmen, this 
exclusive of the new employment opportunities afforded by that 
multitude of commercial activities attending such a harbor; i. e., 
chandlery and supplies, hotels, motels, clubs, restaurants, supporting 
cee ods, groceries, and so on. 

t. Relieve our only two commercial harbors which are manmade 
and limited in area from the undesirable congestion created by the 
numerous shallow-draft vessels now forced to berth therein due to the 
positive lack of any other mooring facilities. 
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If any of you have been in Los Angeles, you probably know the 
tremendous problem there with oceangoing traffic which the small 
eri “3 have presented to that harbor. 

Reactivate our local boatbuilding industry now almost at a 
cidainias point, this due to the severe limitations placed on berthing 
facilities for shallow-draft vessels imposing a situation where the 
position and operation of such small craft is in no degree commen- 
surate with the other wise normal demands of the population. 

6. Enhance the value of surrounding territory and the improve- 
ments thereon to the end that it may materially increase its assessed 
valuations and automatically contribute to the general tax base. 

And, Mr. Chairman, that covers the testimony on that, although 
Mr. Thompson is here and Mr. Wilson. They will be glad to answer 
any particular technical questions. 

Mr. Kirwan. That completes the statement ? 

Mr. Roosrvetr. That completes my statement. 

Mr. Kirwan. Do you have any particular statement to make 4 

Mr. Witson. Not unless the committee desires anything. 

Mr. Botanp. May I ask a question on the estimated Federal cost? 

As I look at the brochure by the Engineers, the estimated Federal 
cost is $4,070,000 and, as you indicate, the estimated cost is $2,250,000. 

Mr. THompson. Sir, the total cost is the total cost of the general 
navigation features traditionally met by the Federal Government. 
In this instance, we have volunteered to pay half of that traditional 
bill; therefore, 50 percent of the general navigational features will 
come from the county of Los Angeles, in addition to the burden of 
the cost on it. 

Mr. Roosrvetr. In other words, that figure there is for all of the 
navigational figures, but it will be div ided 50-50 between the Federal 
Government and the local government. 

Mr. Boranp. And the local contribution is about $30 million ? 

Mr. Roosrevrerir. That is right. Mr. Chairman, I have one other 
thing. Last year, the committee may remember, I requested the 
Centinela flood project be excluded from any Federal funds for the 
last fiscal year. This year it is included in the Federal budget, and 
I want to go on record as saying that the various elements in dis- 
agreement on the proposed loc: ation or route seem to be getting to- 
gether, and I hope that the prohibition exercised last year can be 
removed, 

Mr. Botanp. What is the name of the project ? 

Mr. Roosrvetr. Centinela flood-control project. It is included in 
the overall Los Angeles figures. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right, we are pleased to have had you with us 
again. 

Mr. Roosevett. Thank you. 
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WITNESSES 


HON. CARL HINSHAW, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

CLAIR A. HILL, CHAIRMAN, STATE WATER RESOURCES BOARD OF 
CALIFORNIA 

GEORGE E. LODI, CHAIRMAN, CALIFORNIA FLOOD CONTROL CON- 
FERENCE 

GEORGE H. HOLMES, SECRETARY, STATE RECLAMATION BOARD 

MARSHALL JONES, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS, BUTTE COUNTY, 
CALIF. 

PALMER FOSTER, CHAIRMAN, CHICO-DURHAM FLOOD CONTROL 
COMMITTEE 

WILLIAM VERESCHAGIN, CHAIRMAN, BLACK BUTTE DAM COM- 
MITTEE 

M. D. TARSHES, COUNTY EXECUTIVE, SACRAMENTO COUNTY, CALIF. 

BERT GEISREITER, COUNCILMAN, CITY OF SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 

Cc. B. BULL, SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

JAMES K. ABERCROMBIE, ATTORNEY, VISALIA, CALIF. 

W. A. ALEXANDER, ENGINEER-MANAGER, LOWER TULARE RIVER 
IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

FRED G. SHERRILL, LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 

RAYMOND L. WILLIAMS, TULE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL ASSOCIA- 
TION 

IRA J. CHRISMAN, LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES 

NORTHCUTT ELY, SPECIAL COUNSEL, WATER RESOURCES BOARD 

H. E. HEDGER, CHIEF ENGINEER, LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD 
CONTROL DISTRICT 

M. A. NICHOLS, COUNTY ENGINEER, SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY, 
CALIF. 

JOHN BRYANT, COUNTY ENGINEER, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIF. 

J. A. WOOLLEY, CONSULTING ENGINEER, ORANGE COUNTY, CALIF. 

HERBERT G. CROWLE, CHIEF ENGINEER, ALAMEDA COUNTY, CALIF. 

R. N. KLEIN, CITY MANAGER, SANTA CRUZ, CALIF. 

STEPHEN WYCOFF, SANTA CRUZ, CALIF. 


Mr. Maenvuson. The committee will come to order. 

Congressman Hinshaw, you may proceed. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Mr. Chairman, I am here as chairman of the Cali- 
fornia delegation with 30 members to present to you, the California 
State Water Resources Board, and the constituent parts throughout 
will be presented by Mr. Clair A. Hill. 

I think that you already know that California has two aspects in 
relation to water. One of them is a surplus at certain times and the 
other is a drought at the other times, and both of them are bad when 
they happen. 

At this point we want to tell you about the times of too much water 
and this is something which comes annually. We are very happy to 
be able to present to you Mr. Hill, who will present to you the other 
members of his group from California. 
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STATEMENT OF CLAIR A. HILL 


Mr. Hint. Thank you, Mr. Hinshaw and Mr. Chairman and mem- 
bers of the group. 

I represent the State water resources board as its chairman and do 
speak by law for the governor in flood-control matters. I am accom- 
panied by Sam R. Ludom, administrative assistant of the board and 
Northeutt Ely, our Washington attorney. 

I would like to give you a little background as to the way our flood- 
control program operates in California because we have there what 
is known as the California Flood Control Conference, which is purely 
a voluntary statewide group of people who are interested in flood con- 
trol and flood-control projects, and through them the board attempts 
to arrive at a reasonable statewide flood-control program without 
any conflicts. 

Now, each year, shortly after the appropr iation bill for flood control 
is passed, a meeting is called by the State water resources board to 
arrange for the following year. The California Flood Control Con- 
ference meets and it is an org: iuineliod that is self-disciplined in which 
local representatives pr esent their needs as they see them. 

The conference goes over these requests, screens them and then they 
are presented to our State water resources board. We refer these 
requests to our staff who go into them at considerable length with the 
Corps of Engineers in the various districts to find out whether or not 
all of these requests are in line with what can economically be done 
and what should be done for the coming year. That usually takes 
place in July. 

This vear we have a particularly heavy problem. As I think mt 
of you know, we had some exceptional floods in California this yea 
and, as nearly as we know, it is around $200 million worth of hacaes 
and over 60 known lives lost. 

That damage is to actual property and does not include the loss of 
income or tax revenues in those areas which were set back terrifically. 

The Federal Government during this period has spent about $11 
million in repair work to the flood-control projects. We are just 
getting back to where we were last December. This loss is pointed up 
by the fact that the California Legislature has found it necessary to 
introduce proposals to relieve these flood-damaged areas from last 
vear’s taxes because most of the property, so much of the property on 
which the tax was based. has been wiped out. Tn one city alone, the 
assessed evaluation is being reduced by 50 percent. 

So the economic impact on the tax base from both the county. the 
State, and the Federal Government is a tremendous item in itself. 

T think that any comment on this recent flood should not be made 
without paying tribute to the work of the Corps of Engineers during 
that flood. They were in on the job very early and in many, many 
cases saved a great deal more damage from being done because, even 
though it was only a few days between our first and second floods, the 
Corps of Engineers had already managed to repair levees to the extent 
that thev did hold and prevent a repetition of the flood. 

I think that you have all been distributed a lot of pictures showing 
the flood damage. This is a book that has been presented to you. 
This magazine, The California Highway, shows a lot of the damage 
to the public works and this is a report showing the extent of the floods 
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and the statewide damage. I would like to file them with the com 
mittee. 

Mr. Maenvuson. All right. 

Mr. Hix. I might mention, while I am on this subject of this flood, 
this flood in many cases almost doubled any previous record. 

On one stream the previous record was 335,000 second-feet and this 
year it was over 500,000 and the stream that is normally a couple of 
hundred yards wide was about 15 miles wide, and flooded areas and 
towns that have never even been damaged before. 

Now, I do want to mention that in the Los Angeles area they had a 
very heavy storm situation, but the flood-control project oper: ated ver V 
satisfactorily and there was very little damage in that area, and, like- 
wise, on the Sacramento River, which is ¢ omtvolled by the Shasta Dam, 
there was very little damage. There was over 200,000 second-foot 
inflow in the Shasta Lake and 3.000 out. 

So the accumulation below the dam wasn’t enough to do any great 
damage. 

In this last flood, Shasta Dam or the Sacramento River project 
kept the central valley comparatively dry south to Yuba City where 
the uncontrolled waters of the Feather and Yuba Rivers broke through. 

Folsom Dam on the American River undoubtedly saved the capital 
city of Sacramento from flood conditions much worse than those 
which struck that city in the flood of 1950, before Folsom Dam was 
underway. 

So these flood-control projects are doing a tremendous amount of 
good, but there is a lot more that is required to be done. 

I think you are probably aware that our State has spent about $°3 
million since I have been on the Water Resources Board, which is 7 
years, in long-range planning for the whole State, and we are doing 
that because our State is so long and it goes all the way from the rain- 
fall of around 100 inches a year to zero on the southern end and, un- 
fortunately, we don’t get it very uniformly. So we are planning for 
our future development and those plans, of course, are being coordi- 
nated with all the Federal flood control and the reclamation projects. 

This full development is estimated at this time to cost about $13 
billion. Of course, that is a figure more or less beyond my concep- 
tion, but it doesn’t sound like so much when you say that the Nation 
has spent that much in forign aid in about 3 years, and California 
does put up certainly its fair share of that foreign-aid money. 

When this flood-control act was adopted in 1944, ¢ ‘alifornia assumed 
the burden of the rights-of-way and in that has spent $33 million for 
the rights-of-way and easements on Federal flocd-control pa ts 
and our obligation is about $70 million to carry on our part of 1 
bargain. 

Of course, the only thing we disagree with is we don’t believe the 
flood-control project is going fi ast enough. 

Mr. Macnuson. Mr. Hill, if I may interrupt a moment, I missed 
what you said would be the State’s share of this $13 billion program. 

Mr. Hitx. That $13 billion program is an overall plan for the water 
development for the whole State, and very probably the biggest part 
of it will end up as State and local financing. That is plans on the 
full utilization of all of our waters and I think the Feather River 
project is probably a good example of that, which is about a $1,600 
million project and the flood-control benefits from it are around $60 
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million, so I can see no answer except that it will ultimately be largely 
a State responsibility for the water conservation end of that. 

Going on, we were very happy to see that the Bureau of the Budget 
did increase the original President’s budget by about $4 million this 
vear, and JT think that this was a recognition that we did need a great 
deal more help in view of the flood ¢ onditions there. 

There are some items which we are still concerned about in the 
President’s budget and they will come up later when we get to the 
individual project. 

There is one item that we feel is not adequate to meet the needs and 
that is the item of general surveys and planning for the South Pacific 
Division. 

Now, in its recent increase in the budget, $400,000 was earmarked 
for that purpose and we feel that that item should be at least $1 million 
and I think that was well borne out by a special meeting that our board 
held in Sacramento on February 2, and we had about 150 people there 
from throughout the length of the State, and many of the people 
represented areas where there are no flood controls, rather some flood 
control studies or none had been made, and others were from areas 
where flood control studies have been authorized but the Army has 
not been able to proceed with them, with the studies, due to the lack 
of funds. I have a formal statement I would request be placed in 
the record. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


Chairman Cannon and members of the committee, Iam Clair A. Hill of Redding, 
Calif., chairman of the State water resources board. This board, as I believe 
you know, is appointed by, and speaks officially for the Governor of California 
and the State as a whole in regard to flood control matters. For that reason 
the board attempts to present all of our flood control problems at one time and 
in this has the active assistance of representatives of the California Flood Control 
Conference who are here today. 

I would like to speak just a little on what the California Flood Control Con- 
ference is. It is probably unique in the Nation in that it is a statewide, nonpaid, 
nonprofit, volunteer group of citizens dedicated solely to the purpose of obtaining 
an adequate and unified flood control program for our State. 

Shortly after the Congress makes its appropriations for flood control projects 
each year, the conference meets in Sacramento and presents to the State water 
resources board its best estimate of needs to carry forward the federally author- 
ized projects within the State for the next fiscal year. I, personally, am rather 
proud of the self-discipline the conference imposes upon itself. It is very easy, 
and within reason, for representatives of local projects to demand that funds 
be appropriated by the Congress for immediate completion of their own project, 
without regard to other equally meritorious projects. 

The conference does not do this. It considers our statewide flood control 
problems as a whole and recommends only what it judicially believes can be 
economically expended from year to year, project by project. The board screens 
these requests with the district and division officers of the United States Corps 
of Engineers to make certain that the requested appropriations are within the 
ability of the corps to expend on an economical basis. Frequently, the board 
has radically reduced the proposed request of the local agency in order to make 
it conform to a realistic statewide program, and in these decisions the conference 
has given us its unqualified support. 

This year in California we have been confronted with almost unprecedented 
flood conditions. Statewide, the loss of life directly due to floods, was some 
60 people. Property damage is estimated to be about $200 million already, and 
we still do not know what the loss in crops, employment, and industrial output 
will be. 

Under any circumstances this type of a disaster means a terrific setback to 
our State. The dead cannot be called back from their watery graves. The 
individual property loss can never be repaid. The most we can do is to appro- 
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priate funds to repair the damage to public works, such as levees, bridges, and 
highways. I am informed the Federal Government will spend about $11 million 
on repair of its flood control works, which will just get us back to where we 
were last November before the floods of December occurred. 

The California Legislature is seriously considering this problem. Numerous 
bills have been introduced to alleviate flood damages. Some of these bills call 
for appropriations to cities and counties on a matching basis to reconstruct public 
works lost in the floods of December 1955. 

There is, however, a much greater problem involved in the flood losses in 
California this winter. This problem concerns destruction of assessable prop- 
erty and the income which normally would accrue to the United States, the 
State, and the county therefrom. Due to the terrific flood losses which have 
been suffered in certain areas in California, the legislature is considering a 
series of bills which would relieve those damaged by floodwaters from certain 
county and State taxes based upon the assessed valuation of the properties 
prior to the floods. 

If these proposed legislative measures are adopted they will in turn reduce 
the tax amounts due these counties and the State of California. 

These proposals very definitely determine a pattern of State help which 
the California Legislature believes is necessary in meeting the needs of these 
flood-devastated areas. 

The program adopted by the State water resources board, which is being 
presented today, in no way augments the proposals of the California Legis- 
lature. It is simply a long-range program of proposed appropriations for 
federally authorized projects which, if constructed, would prevent the necessity 
of these emergency measures. 

There are two things I would like to tell the committee at this point: 

First, I want to pay a very Sincere tribute from all of the people of our 
State to the United States Corps of Engineers for the heroic effort of the corps 
during and after the floods occurred in California. They did everything that 
was humanly possible, and in many cases prevented further flooding. And in 
addition, they had emergency manpower and equipment healing levee breaks 
so quickly that the second upsurge of our rivers in January did little additional 
damage. 

Second, I want to say that without the flood-control works which have been 
built, largely with Federal funds, we would have suffered much greater losses 
in California. Our floods of December 1955 have been compared by hydrologists 
to those of the 1860’s when the entire Central Valley of California from Bakers- 
field to Red Bluff, a distance of some 400 miles, was a continuous body of 
water. 

In this last flood, Shasta Dam, on the Sacramento River projects, kept the Cen- 
tral Valley comparatively dry south to Yuba City, where the uncontrolled waters 
of the Feather and Yuba Rivers broke through. Folsom Dam, on the American 
River, undoubtedly saved the capital city of Sacramento from flood conditions 
much worse than those, which struck that city in the flood of 1950, before Folsom 
Dam was underway. 

Merced, although damaged, was saved from much greater destruction by 
the Merced stream group dams. 

Los Angeles, likewise, was saved from an untold amount of damage during 
the heavy storms there in January by the Los Angeles River project. In fact, 
had it not been for the progress that has been made on this project the city 
of Los Angeles alone could have sustained monetary damages totaling as much 
as the floods cost the rest of the State. 

In years gone by we have presented to this committee statistics on our 
State. How we happen to be the second largest State in the Union, with the 
second longest coastline, the highest and lowest elevations in the Nation, the 
wettest and driest spots and, if not the coldest, at least the hottest in our 
country. How if our geographic area were applied to the east coast it would 
reach from Cape Cod to Georgia, in the Central States from Lake Michigan 
to New Orleans, and on the gulf coast from Mexico to Florida. I do not think 
I need to recapitulate them. But I do want to say one thing, when we get a 
drought, we may go dry for 10 years, but when we get a flood it comes all at 
once—and enough water wastes over our rich farming lands in one floodtime 
to serve them for the next 10 years. 

That is why the State water resources board has just produced a summary 
of its long-range planning bulletin. This plan will provide a blueprint for flood 
control and water conservation in California for the next 50 to 100 years. It 
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will require State financing, Federal aid, and local developments. But it is a 
plan designed to stop our destructive floodwaters and put them to use in water 
conservation and hydroelectric development. The full development of this 
plan is estimated to cost $13 billion or more. That sounds like a lot of money, 
but the Nation has spent that much in foreign aid in less than 3 years—and 
California tax dollars have supplied their full share of these export dollars. 

We are not complaining. We recognize our duty in sharing the national 
burden. We do want to impress, however, upon this committee and the Con- 
gress, the fact that we, in California, are not coming empty handed to you in 
search of flood-control assistance. 

When the Flood Control Act of 1944 was adopted by the Congress, the Fed- 
eral Government assumed responsibility for flood control throughout the United 
States. At the same time, the State of California assumed the burden of paying 
for rights-of-way and relocation of utilities, a local responsibility under the 
act. As of now it is estimated it will cost the State of California $70 million 
to carry on its part of the bargain. Our only quarrel in this deal is that the 
Federal Government does not move fast enough. 

In view of the extreme flood conditions which have occurred in California 
this year, I believe our statewide requests are extremely modest. As a matter 
of fact, when the California flood-control conference presented its requirements 
for the next fiscal year immediately after the last budget bill was passed, the 
conference recommended that the board support $53,755,000 in appropriations 
for the fiscal year now under consideration by your committee. 

In spite of the flood conditions we have experienced since that recommenda- 
tion was made to the board, the proposed statewide program has actually been 
lowered from $53,755,000 to $46,450,000. Therefore, I believe the appropriations 
we are seeking are extremely modest. 

The board and conference were greatly encouraged when the President’s budget 
was increased last month by about $4,290,000 for California projects. These 
increases in several instances recognized desperate needs for the initiation of 
additional flood-control projects in California. 

We still are concerned about the progress of those authorized vrojects for 
which no planning funds have been provided in the President’s budget. As you 
gentlemen know, we cannot come before this committee seeking construction 
funds for projects on which planning is not completed or at least in an advanced 
stage. We know that it frequently takes 2 or 3 years to obtain the necessary 
planning funds to bring these projects up to construction stage. Nature, how- 
ever, as demonstrated by our floods in California this winter, does not wait 
upon congressional appropriations to curb her vagaries. 

We believe the Bureau of the Budget recognized this basic problem in reeom- 
mending that $400,000 be earmarked in the President’s budget for general sar- 
veys in the south Pacific division. This is a most important item, but we 
do not believe it is sufficient to care for the widespread needs of the division as 
a whole. I would like to recite only one example of this necessity. The State 
water resources board held a meeting in Sacramento on February 2 of this year 
for the purpose of reconsidering the statewide flood-control program. More than 
150 people, representing virtually every county in our State, attended that 
meeting. The great majority of requests made to the board were for flood- 
control projects which the Corps of Engineers has been authorized to study 
and report upon to the Congress, but due to lack of funds has been unable to 
complete its reports. We feel that funds for this type of survey are absolutely 
essential. 

The program adopted by the board and presented here today is divided into 
these categories—construction funds, planning funds, and preliminary examina- 
tion and survey funds: 


Sacramento Engineering District: 
Construction funds: 
Ameriean River levees___- ¥ peice _ *$800, 000 
Sacramento River, old project- _.. 5,000, 000 
Sacramento River, major and minor tribu- 
taries ___- ae ; 1, 000, 000 
San Joaquin River levees___-~- S 1, 000, 000 
Success Dam y ; 2,500, 000 
Terminus Dam _._ *1, 000, 000 


— 


AE igect swat 11, 300, 000 


See footnote at end of table, 
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Sacramento Engineering District—Continued 
Advance planning funds: 
Black Butte Dam______- oh $150, 000 
Middle Creek “ ‘ T5, OOO 
New Hogan Dam ees 300, 000 
300, 000 


825, 000 


Total Sacramento Engineering District_____ $12, 125, 000 
Los Angeles Engineering District: 
Construction funds: 
Los Angeles County drainage area___________ $28, 356, 500 
San Antonio Channel_ » 3, OVO, OOO 
Carbon Canyon Dam_ Sal 1, 000, 000 
Riverside levees______ 1, 000, 000 
Warm, East Twin, Devil. and Lytle C reeks_ _. 2, 000, 000 


Loval. : 30, 356, 500 


Advance planning funds: 
Sawta Clare Miver. o 4.2322 os ku ites Sas 8 135, 000 
Stewart Canyon Dam __-_-_ san einai atl 30, OOO 
Santa Maria Valley Levees________--______ a 50, OOO 


_ 215, 000 


Total Los Angeles Engineering District. ___-_ 30, 571, 
San Francisco Engineering District: 
Construction funds: 
Russian River Project $2, 250, 000 
San Lorenzo River (Santa Cruz © ounty ) * 307, 000 


2, 557, 000 
Advance planning funds: San Lorenzo Creek 
(Alameda County ) 


Total San Francisco Engineering District 
South Pacific division: Preliminary examinations and 
surveys 


1, 000, 000 


Grand total_ : 46, 453, 500 
1 Advance planning and construction. 


in closing, I want to say that the State water resources board and the Cali- 
fornia Flood Control Conference are deeply appreciative of the consideration 
which this committee always gives us. I am repeatedly impressed with the 
detailed knowledge of our projects which your committee has. I know we 
represent only one small segment of the many delegations throughout the 
United States which appear before your committee each year. I only feel it is 
too bad that more people cannot actually witness this democratic process in 
operation, All too frequently unthinking persons are apt to belittle the efforts 
of their congressional representatives. If they could come to Washington and 
see the muntiplicity of subjects and problems which confront Congressman daily, 
and know the long and tedious hours spent by committees such as yours in 
attempting to solve these problems, 1 am sure the American public would be 
overwhelmed with the devotion you continually expend on your endeavors. I 
thank you. 

Mr. Hitt. Now, today we will present to you our program request 
and it is divided into categories of construction funds, planning funds, 
preliminary examination and survey funds, and so on. 

The first ones we will present are those covering the Sacramento 
Engineering District, and I would like in that one to ask Mr. George 
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lk. Lodi, who is on the State reclamation board and is the chairman of 
the Cah fornia Flood Control Conference, to make his presentation. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE E. LODI 


Mr. Lopt. Thank you, Mr. Hill. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, as Mr. Hill has 
pointed out, I have had the privilege of serving as chairman of the 

California Flood Control Conference since it was originally organized 
aa it has been very much self-disciplined. The makeup of the mem- 
bers of this conference consists of men who have devoted most of 
their lives to water problems in the State of California and have 
lived with them and are beginning at this time to see the completion 
of some of the projects that they dreamed of many years ago. 

It has brought about a much better coordinated program in the 
State of California. 

We have taken the position that we want to screen out all the water- 
eats and dogs in California before bringing them to you here in 
Washington and, to that end, I think we have accomplished a high 
degree of success. 

Now, I will not enumerate the separate projects. ‘These are listed 
in Mr. Hill’s statement which you have. The total amount that has 
been recommended in Mr. Hill’s statement was recommended by the 
Flood Control Conference. 

That total figure of $46,453,000 for flood-control projects has been 
arrived at by the best information available to the conference at the 
time our last meeting was held, which was in July. 

Now, of course, as Mr. Hill has pointed out, many things have 
happened in California since last July. I have spent all my life in 
California and more than 40 years of it have been in the area where 
most of this water passes through on its way out to the ocean, 

I have seen many, many floods in the Sacramento and San Joaquin 
Valleys. In fact, I participated in some of the construction work on 
the first work that was done, dredging on the lower reaches of the 
Sacramento River to open up the channel so the waters could get out 
to the various outlets. 

Two streams, one running from south to north and the other from 
north to south, drain that whole basin and the northern part of the 
State, as has been pointed out, is the area in which the heavy rainfall 
and snowpack usually occur. 

Now, I want to state at this time that the completion of many of the 
projects, such as the Shasta Dam, Folsom, Pine Flat, and Isabella and 
other projects that have been completed, we had no damage on those 
streams to amount to anything; but the streams that were uncontrolled, 
such as those referred to in Mr. Hill’s statement paying tribute to the 
Corps of Engineers under adverse conditions, plugging up a hole some 
seven or eight thousand feet long with the most difficult type of mate- 
rial to hold in place and being threatened again with another rise in 
the stream, a stream that was flowing in excess of 200,000 second-feet 
of water, I can’t help but pay tribute to the courageous work the boys 
or the Corps of Engineers did in saving that from more damage and 
from loss of more life. 

So, on behalf of the flood control conference, we concur with the 
recommendations, so far as the appropriations are concerned, by the 
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water resources board and, so far as those projects that come under 
the head of the State reclamation board, of which I happen to be a 
member appointed by our good friend, who sits over here in the Chief 
Justice’s chair at the moment, in 1943, and with but one exception we 
have all served on that board since the time we were appointed to it 
and the only vacancy that did occur occurred by death and before 
leaving California he filled that vacancy so the seven men that were 
appointed at his inauguration into office as Governor have served on 
that board up until the present time. 

My colleague, Mr. George H. Holmes, who is the secretary of the 
State reclamation board, will present the testimony on behalf of the 
projects that come under the heading or authority of the State reclama- 
tion board, which is the board which carries out the obligations of the 
State of California for the projects that are delegated to it or assigned 
to it. 

STATEMENT BY JOHN M. LUTHER 


Mr. Lopr. Now, there is another organization that was intended to 
be represented here, Mr. Chairman, but, unfortunately, developments 
in California have prevented his appearance here in this committee. 
That is Mr. John Luther, who has appeared before your committee 
many times in previous years. 

I would like to reserve a spot for the presentation of his written 
statement for the record, if that may be done, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Bouanp (presiding). It may be done. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN M. LUTHER, MANAGER OF THE CALIFORNIA CENTRAL VALLEYS 
FLoop CONTROL ASSOCIATION 


I am submitting the following statement on behalf of the reclamation districts 
in the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys which are members of the associa- 
tion. The statewide program recommended to the committee by the water 
resources board of California is supported by the association in all of its aspects. 
Representatives of local areas will submit statements and testimony in support of 
appropriations for each project in the Sacramento-San Joaquin drainage area. 
Our particular interest is in support of all of them and these projects are as 
follows: 

Lower San Joaquin River and tributaries 
Lower San Joaquin River levees 
New Melones Reservoir 

Hogan Reservoir 

Sacramento River and tributaries 
Sacramento River flood-control project 
Sacramento River major and minor tributaries 
Black Butte Reservoir 

American River levees 

A brief description of each of the foregoing and the appropriation requested for 
fiscal year 1957 follows: 


LOWER SAN JOAQUIN RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 

Lower San Joaquin River levees 

Construction of this work was commenced during the 1956 fiscal year, the 
appropriation being $250,000. The total Federal cost is in the order of $10,500,000. 
The work when completed is designed to supplement the flood control offered by 
the Cherry Valley Reservoir in the Tuolumne River watershed, which is now 
about completed, and the New Melones Reservoir planned to be built on the 
Stanislaus River. The program will provide protection to a highly valuable 
agricultural area of approximately 120,000 acres and to a large number of public 
and private services including main highway and rail transportation routes. It 
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Will also protect a considerable suburban area just south of the boundaries of the 
city of Stockton and a number of important military bases. The actual work 
consists of improving the levee system along the river upstream from the delta 
and along the lower reaches of the Stanislaus and Tuolumne Rivers : construction 
of certain new levees; a considerable amount of river-bank protection and main 
channel clearing. The cost to local agencies will be in the order of $2,800,000, 
which funds are to be provided by the State of California ; $1 million is requested 
for fiscal year 1957 to complete bank-protection work on the lower San Joaquin 
River which was initiated this year and to initiate the next unit which is planned 
on Old River, Middle River, and Paradise cut and to provide for additional 
engineering on the balance of the project work. 
New Melones Reservoir 

This dam, as now authorized, calls for a reservoir with a capacity of 1,100,000 
acre-feet of storage to be operated for flood-control and water conservation. 
As planned it would also include penstocks for the later development of hydro- 
electric power. The dam will be located on the Tuolumne River and would flood 
out the present Melones Reservoir. To date only $63,000 has been made avail- 
able since its authorization. Present estimate of Federal cost is in the order 
of $56 million. The floods of both 1950 and 1955 demonstrated the great need 
for this reservoir as a flood-control structure and local interests are urging 
project planning funds for immediate appropriation in order that the project 
may be under construction at the earliest possible moment. The State water 
resources board has requested $300,000 for advanced planning and local inter- 
ests support this amount. However, it is our understanding that the Sacra- 
mento district feels that $100,000 would be the extent of its spending ability 
during the coming year and this amount is now in the budget. The project 
would protect about 25,000 acres of extremely valuable agricultural land and is 
planned to work in conjunction with the lower river levees to provide a high 
degree of flood protection. About 215,000 acre-feet of new water would be 
provided annually for irrigation. 


HOGAN RESERVOIR 


Hogan Reservoir on the Calaveras River was authorized in the Flood Control 
Act of 1944. The Calaveras is also a tributary of the San Joaquin River. The 
dam would provide a reservoir capacity of 325,000 acre-feet for flood control and 
irrigation. It would be located about 28 miles upstream from the city of Stock- 
ton. Some planning funds have heretofore been made available, the amount 
being $122,000. The floods of 1950 and 1955 amply demonstrated the need for 
this storage for the protection of Stockton and the surrounding urban areas, as 
well as about 50,000 acres of agricultural lands. The floods disrupted routes to 
nilitary installations and in 1955 flooded about 25 percent of the city of Stock- 
ton. Advanced planning in the amount of $300,000 is recommended by the local 
interests and the State water board. The budget of $293,000 is in line with this 
request and its appropriation is urged. 


SACRAMENTO RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 


Sacramento River flood-control project 

This project was authorized by the Federal Flood Control Act of 1917 and has 
been since modified by the various congressional acts. The present Federal cost 
estimate is $65,500,000 with a non-Federal cost of about $105 million which 
includes cash contributions for construction, land acquisition and uitility reloca- 
tions. Work remaining to be done includes some 200 miles of levee construction, 
channel and bypass clearing and bank protection at various locations. Since 
1951 an effort has been made to secure completion of this project as rapidly as 
possible and the current schedule is based on completion during the fiscal year 
1958-59. On this basis local interests have made appropriation requests in 
the order of $5 million since 1951 and this is the amount included in the State 
water board’s request. The budget item is $3 million. We understand that 
during the past year, and largely because of the floods of 1955-56, something in 
excess of $1 million of the funds appropriated during the current year have not 
been expended. If these unexpended funds can be made available for the fiscal 
vear 1957, it is believed that the $38 million budget item will be satisfactory. 
This plus the carryover would make something in excess of $4 million available 
during fiseal year 1957. 





WUT 


Sacramento River major and minor tributaries 


The 1944 Flood Control Act added a number of tributary stream units to the 
Sacramento flood-control project together with work in Butte Basin and on the 
Sutter and Yolo bypass. Recently the various units of this project have been 
reclassified and the active portion of the authorization is now estimated at a 
federal cost of about $20 million. Funds sought for the coming budget year are 
for the reactivation of construction on the minor tributary units of Deer Creek ; 
Little Chico-Butte Creek; Chico, Mud, and Sandy Gulch; and Cherokee Canal. 
The State water resources board is supporting local interests in requesting an 
appropriation of $1 million during fiscal year 1957. However, we are advised 
that the extent of planning and construction which could be carried out by the 
Ariny would require an appropriation of only $250,000 for the coming year and 
such funds would complete the levee construction on Deer Creek and would 
reactivate construction under a continuing contract on Little Chico and Butte 
Creeks, together with completing the engineering and design on this unit. Ini- 
tial construction on Chico, Mud, and Sandy Gulch and Cherokee Canal would be 
undertaken in fiscal year 1958. The Little Chico-Butte Creek unit was about 
half completed out of 1949-50 fiscal year appropriations. Approximately $930,000 
Was so expended and the balance required to complete this unit is $730,000. The 
lower end of the project, which consisted of channel clearing and levees 
along that portion of the creek below its crossing with United States Highway 99, 
was completed. The upper portion which includes a diversion of Little Chico 
Creek flood flows to Butte Creek is the work remaining to be done and most of 
the economic justification for this unit was based upon this upper work. No funds 
are currently in the budget. We request that an appropriation of $250,000 be 
made in order that the work on these minor tributary projects may be reactivated. 


Black Butte Dam and Reservoir 


The 1944 Flood Control Act authorized a dam and reservoir on Stony Creek, 
a tributary to the Sacramento River in the upper valley. The present extent of 
cost is in the order of $16 million and $151,000 has been made available to date. 
The project would provide for much needed flood protection for Orland and 
Hamilton City; United States Highway 99 and the Southern Pacific Railroad; 
agricultural land of about 35,000 acres along the lower reaches of Stony Creek 
and the west side of Sacramento. In addition the project would provide an 
annual irrigation supply of approximately 60,000 acre-feet of new water ; $50,000 
is currently in the budget for advanced planning. We are in support of the 
budget item. 

AMERICAN RIVER LEVEE 


The American River levee project was authorized by the Flood Control Act 
of 1954 as a separate unit. It would provide for about 914 miles of levee along 
the north bank of the American River and is needed as a part of the flood- 
control plan for the American River. Folsom Dam, which has now been built 
and was in operation during the 1955 flood, prevented overflow along the north 
hank of the American River only by reason of the fact that at the start of the 
storm approximately 700,000 acre-feet of flood-control storage was available. 
Under normal operation only about 400,000 acre-feet of such storage would be 
available and operation under this plan requires releases downstream from the 
reservoir in the order of 115,000 cubic feet per second. By reason of the space 
available in December 1955, releases from Folsom were held to ahout 70,000 
cubic feet per second which is the limit of channel capacity until the north bank 
levees are built. Flows of the larger magnitude may be expected under future 
flood conditions and until the levees are built some 2,200 acres of urban area 
and agricultural land would be flooded. The real property value of the area is 
in the order of $10 million. 

Ninety thousand dollars was appropriated during fiscal year 1955. Estimated 
Federal cost of the levees is $1,730,000. The request of the water resources board 
for 1957 appropriation is $800,000. Included in the budget is an item of $400,000 
to initiate construction. We are supporting the budget item. 

In addition to the foregoing requests for appropriations for authorized proj- 
ects, the association also supports the recommendation of the State water re- 
sources board for preliminary examinations and surveys. Of the various Cali- 
fornia items for which such funds should be made available, we are particularly 
in support of additional funds for the bank protection survey on the Sacra- 
mento River currently underway to the extent of about $60,000: of funds to 
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speed up the delta studies in an amount of about $100,000; and funds for Bear 
Creek and the Mokelumne River investigations in the amount of $30,000. 


Mr. Hitz. Thank you, Mr. Lodi. 
We will now hear from Mr. George H. Holmes from the State 
reclamation board. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE H. HOLMES 


Mr. Horimes. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is George H. Holmes. Jam a farmer on the Sacramento River 
Valley. 

The reclamation board, of which I am a member, as Mr. Lodi says, 
was created some 43 years ago by the State legislature and our specific 
purpose is to cooperate with the Federal Government and the Corps 
of Army Engineers on flood-control projects of the Sacramento and 
San Joaquin Rivers and others. 

Our board has prepared a detailed statement on the projects with 
which we are concerned and I would like to present these and I would 
like to have them printed in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is George H. Holmes. 
The Reclamation Board of California, of which I am a member and secretary, 
has designated me to represent them at this hearing, and with your permission 
I request that this statement be inserted in the printed record. 

For the past 43 years the reclamation board has functioned as the agency, 
designated by the Legislature of the State of California for purposes of coopera- 
tion with the Federal Government through the Corps of Engineers, United States 
Army, in the planning and construction of flood-control work on the Sacramento 
and San Joaquin Rivers and their tributaries. 

The reclamation board considers that it is of paramount importance to the 
State of California that adequate funds be provided for all the flood-control 
projects that have been recommended to you at this hearing by Mr. Clair A. 
Hill, chairman of the State Water Resources Board of California. 

Those items which primarily concern my board, hereinafter discussed, for 
which funds are requested for the fiscal year 1957, are as follows: 


American River levees__- eae EE ee el $800, 000 
Black Butte Dam aioe ; : : nes 150, 000 
Middle Creek 2 sili isi ; nc : - 75, 000 
New Hogan Dam ol — patass Sc seatakes <5 ee 300, 000 
New Melones Dam a a , or 300, 000 
Sacramento River, old project ; : _— i St ae Be iy 5, 000, 000 
Sacramento River, major and minor tributaries_- : 1, 000, 000 
San Joaquin River levees__ ma . : a ee 1, 000, 000 
Suceess Dam__.._-_- P : ; Te : _. 2,500, 000 
Terminus Dam lo J atone aie : 1, 000, 000 


TPotel sic g ate - , wi ls www 12. 125, 000 


{merican River levees (fiscal year 1957—$800,000) 


tuthorization of project.—Congress authorized this project in the Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1954, approved September 3, 1954 (Public Law 780, 83d Cong., ch. 
1264, 2d sess., H. R. 9859). State authorization was by chapter 321, Statutes of 
1955. 

trea protected.—This project unit will provide flood protection to about 2,200 
acres of highly developed suburban and rich agricultural lands, adjacent to the 
American River, and situated to the east of the city of Sacramento surburban 
ureas., 

Flood damages.—In 1950-51 the area suffered a flood damage of $3,400,000, 
of which $2,600,000 would have been saved and the evacuation of 4,500 residents 


been completed 









yri- 
ch. 
of 


x) 
the 
yan 


WM), 
nts 
yam 








600) 


Urgent necessity for construction.—The floods in December 1955 on the Amert- 
can River emphasize the urgent need for immediate construction of this project. 
Only the fortunate circumstance that the recently completed Folsom Reservoir 
had not been in operation for sufficient time to have stored normal quantities 
of water nade it possible for the Corps of Engineers to regulate a record 218,000 
cubic feet per second peak inflow to a manageable 70,000 cubic feet per second 
flow downsteam from the dam. This is the normal channel capacity without 
overbank flow. 

Scheduled flood releases of up to 115,000 cubic feet per second during and 
after storms such as just experienced would seriously flood the area adjoining 
the American River that is now without proper levee protection. With con- 
trolled flood flows, the duration of inundation would be considerably prolonged, 
although the peak flows would be reduced. 

Status of project.—In July 1955, Congress appropriated $80,000 for planning 
and preparation of contract plans for this proposed levee extension. Planning 
work is currently in progress by the Corps of Engineers. It is expected that 
construction will be commenced in the next fiscal year provided that Congress 
makes the necessary funds available. 

Estimated cost of project——The latest approved estimate by the Corps of 
Engineers requires a total expenditure of $1,600,000 of Federal funds to com- 
plete the project. The State reclamation board currently estimates that State 
expenditures of $823,000 will be required for lands, rights-of-way, flowage ease- 
ments, and utility relocation or replacement on this cooperative project. Suffi- 
cient State funds are now available for acquisition of these rights-of-way. 

Federal funds requested.—The appropriation of $800,000 is requested for fiscal 
year 1957 to complete planning and initiate construction. 


Black Butte Dam (fiscal year 1957—$150,000) 


Authorization of project.—The Black Butte Dam was authorized by Flood 
Control Act of 1944 (Public Law 534, Dec. 22, 1944, 78th Cong., 2d sess.) 

Location.—This reservoir located on Stony Creek, a tributary of upper Sacra- 
mento River, is a vital part of the authorized comprehensive plan of flood 
control of the Sacramento River. 

Federal funds requested.—Planning funds for fiscal year 1957 are requested 
at this time. About $100,000 has heretofore been expended by the Corps of 
Engineers, United States Army, in preparation of design plans and surveys. 
The request of $150,000 for further studies is a logical step toward completion 
of this unit. 


Middle Creek (fiscal year 1957—$75,000) 


Authorization of project—Improvement of Middle Creek in the vicinity of 
the town of Upper Lake, Lake County, Calif., for flood-control purposes, was 
authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1954 (Public Law 780, Sept. 3, 1954, 
83d Cong., 2d sess). 

Project description—The improvement provides for enlargement of existing 
levees and the construction of additional levees and incidental channel improve- 
ment on Middle Creek for a total distance of about 5 miles; a channel, about 1 
mile in length, for diversion of Clover Creek flood flows to Middle Creek above 
the town of Upper Lake; and a levee on the left bank of Scott Creek from its 
mouth upstream for a distance of about 1 mile. Construction of the project 
will provide flood protection to about 5,000 acres of highly developed agricul- 
tural lands and to the town of Upper Lake. 

Estimated costs.—The latest approved estimate of Federal cost (July 1954), 
is $1,110,000. Prior to construction, local interests will be required to provide, 
without cost to the United States, all lands, easements, and rights-of-way neces- 
sary for construction of the works and make all necessary utility alterations 
and relocations. Maintenance and operation of the improvement after com- 
pletion will be the responsibility of local interests. The latest (1954) estimate 
of costs to local interests for rights-of-way and relocations is $790,000. 

Status of project.—No appropriations to this project have been made and no 
work has been accomplished to date. 

Federal funds requested.—It is requested that $75,000 be appropriated for 
fiscal year 1957 to initiate plans and surveys for this construction unit. 


New Hogan Dam (fiscal year 1957—$300,000) 


Authorization of project—New Hogan Dam on Calaveras River was authorized 


by the Flood Control Act of 1944 at a currently estimated Federal Cost of $15,- 
800,000. 


610 


Location.—The Calaveras River below Hogan Dam is bypassed from its Mor- 
mon Slough channel around the city of Stockton in an artificial channel known 
as the Stockton diverting canal. In December 1955 the high rate of runoff pass- 
ing existing Hogan Dam overflowed the banks of Mormon Slough and the 
diverting canal to the extent that portions of the city itself, in addition to agri- 
cultural lands, suffered serious inundation. 

Streamflow.—The peak inflow to Hogan Reservoir in 1955 was 31,000 second- 
feet, which is more than twice anything of recent record but not as great as 
the estimated discharge of Calaveras River of 50,000 second-feet in January 1911. 
The release through Hogan Dam in December 1955 was regulated to 11,000 second- 
feet. 

Federal funds requestecd.—The appropriation of $300,000 for fiscal year 1957 
is requested to continue planning for the construction of the authorized new 
Hogan Dam. 


New Melones Dam (fiscal year 1957—$300,000) 


Authorization of project—New Melones Dam was authorized by the Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1944 (Public Law 534, Dec. 22, 1944, TSth Cong., 2d sess. ). 

Description of project—The project provides for construction of a 482-foot 
high concrete gravity dam on the Stanislaus River, about 14 miles above the 
town of Knights Ferry, Calif., to create a 1,100,000 acre-foot reservoir for flood 
eontrol, irrigation, and other water conservation purposes. The project will 
provide flood protection to about 25,000 acres of agricultural land along the 
Stanislaus River, and, in conjunction with the authorized lower San Joaquin 
River levee plan and the Tuolumne River reservoirs, will materially aid in 
reducing flood stages along the lower San Joaquin River and the San Joaquin 
Delta, thereby assisting in the protection of 140,000 acres of intensively developed 
agricultural land, in addition to numerous commercial and public installations 
as well as a suburban area south of the city of Stockton. The project will provide 
an average of 160,000 acre-feet of new water annually for irrigation purposes. In 
addition, the project will make possible the construction of a large hydroelectric 
plant below the dam to supply the urgent demands of a power-deficient area. 
Construction of the powerplant has not been authorized. 

Estimated cost.—The latest approved estimate of Federal cost (July 1954) is 
$53,200,000. Local interests will reimburse the United States for the conser- 
vation accomplishments of the project. The latest (1948) estimate for annual 
Federal cost of maintenance and operation is $194,400. 

1955 flood—The December 1955 flood produced a peak inflow into Melones 
Reservoir of approximately 100,000 second-feet with a resultant uncontrolled 
peak spill of 59,400 second-feet. This discharge was comparable in magnitude 
to the largest flow during more than 50 years of record at the vicinity of Melones 
Dam. The construction of the proposed New Melones Dam is essential for the 
protection of lands along the Stanislaus River and for the effective operation of 
the lower San Joaquin River and tributaries project. 

Status of project—Preliminary engineering, including studies of general flood 
control and irrigation benefits, is about 5 percent completed; the cost to date is 
$63,156. Construction has not been initiated. 

Federal funds requested.—It is requested that additional funds to the extent 
of $300,000 be appropriated for fiscal year 1956 for planning and surveys on New 
Melones Reservoir. 


Sacramento River flood-control project 


This project is divided into two units because of Federal budgetary require- 
ments. The so-called old Sacramento River project contains those features 
authorized by Congress initially in 1917 and modified by subsequent legislation 
prior to the December 1944 Federal Flood Control Act. The “Major and minor 
tributaries of the Sacramento River project” contains the revisions and additions 
authorized by said 1944 Flood Control Act and the amendments thereto. 

Sacramento River, old project.—This unit of the Sacramento River flood-con- 
trol project is for the protection from floods of over 1 million acres of highly 
productive Sacramento Valley lands, and many rapidly growing urban areas 
which are vulnerable to overflow. 

Scope of project.—The construction of 1,100 miles of levees is involved in this 
unit of the project, and the acquisition of approximately 250,000 acres of flowage 
rights and of levee rights-of-way; the clearing of 15,090 acres of timber and 
brush; the construction of 5 weirs, several large drainage pumping plants, and 
numerous smaller construction items. The project contemplates retaining within 
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the river channels all waters that the channels can safely carry, by maintaining 
strong levees on or near the river banks; the excess waters are discharged, in 
flood season, at convenient spots, over 5 weirs into bypasses, by which the excess 
waters are conveyed through the basins to a junction with the river 15 miles 
above its mouth in the vicinity of Rio Vista. From that point the Sacramento 
River has been widened and deepened sufficiently to carry the flood flows. 

Status of project.—As of June 30, 1955, the project was about 76 percent com- 
plete. Currently completion is scheduled for fiscal year 1959. 

Federal funds requested.—It is requested that $5 million be appropriated for 
this project to continue the construction work as scheduled. 

Sacramento River, major and minor tributaries (fiscal year 1957, $1 million) - 
This project includes modifications to the old Sacramento River project and levee 
or channel work on small minor tributaries of the Sacramento River. This proj- 
ect includes the Little Chico Creek diversion and levees along Butte Creek. 

Appropriations.—The Federal Government has appropriated no funds for the 
“major and minor tributaries project” since July of 1950. The failure to 
secure Federal appropriations is in part due to an Executive order of President 
Truman directing that the Corps of Engineers conduct a detailed review of the 
civil-construction program in an effort to curtail such work wherever possible 
so that first priority could be given to work necessary in connection with the 
national defense effort and the Korean war. This Executive order is no longer 
in force and the failure to secure funds in the last year or so, cannot be 
attributed to it. 

Status of project—When work on the “major and minor tributaries project” 
was discontinued, the Corps of Engineers had expended $946,000 for channel and 
levee work on Butte Creek and the Reclamation Board had expended approxi- 
mately $170,000 for rights-of-way. The Corps of Engineers estimates that 
another $694,000 will be necessary to complete construction of the Little Chico 
diversion and the Butte Creek levees upstream from the old Highway 99-E. 
The State estimates that the right-of-way necessary in conjunction with this 
remaining work will cost approximately $300,000. 

The Reclamation Board has regularly requested that appropriations be made 
available for the major and minor tributaries project, and has particularly 
urged that the work on Butte Creek be completed at the earliest possible date. 
In 1958, 1954, and 1955, a member of the Reclamation Board appeared before 
the appropriate congressional committees in support of such appropriations. 
To date these efforts have been unsuccessful. 

The Reclamation Board has sought and successfully secured State appro- 
tions each year to secure the necessary rights-of-way for the Butee Creek project 
when Federal funds are made available. A similar appropriation will be 
secured for the 1957 fiscal year. This agency will be prepared to fulfill State 
obligations in connection with the project if Federal funds are made available. 

1955 flood.—The new levees constructed on Butte Creek by themselves provide 
no protection and during the 1955 flood were completely surrounded by water 
due to the failure of substandard levees in the uncompleted portion of the 
project. Thus, the State and Federal expenditure of over $1 million is  in- 
effective and completion of the project is necessary to protect and realize any 
benefit from this investment. 

Federal funds requested.—The Reclamation Board and the Water Resources 
Board are again supporting an appropriation for the “Major and minor tribu- 
taries project” for the fiscal year 1957 in the amount of $1 million. 

Lower San Joaquin River project (1957 fiscal year, $1 million) 

tuthorization of project——Levee and channel improvements on the San 
Joaquin River downstream from the mouth of the Merced River were authorized 
by the Flood Control Act of 1944. (Public Law 534, Dec. 22, 1944, 78th Cong., 
2d sess.) The required local cooperation for these improvements was author- 
ized by the legislature of the State of California in the Water Resources Act 
of 1945. 

Construction of related projects.—Federal funds have been utilized to construct 
related projects and to this date $250,000 of construction funds have been made 
available for fiscal year 1956 for this unit of the adopted comprehensive plan 
for flood control in the San Joaquin Valley. The completion and near com- 
pletion of related projects makes it possible for substantial flood-control pro- 
tection to be provided by construction of certain units of the authorized im- 
provements at this time. 
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Work proposed for immediate construction.—The work proposed for immediate 
completion consists of levee construction and bank protection between the mouth 
of the Merced and Stanislaus Rivers on the San Joaquin River and isolated bank 
revetment work below the Stanislaus. Upon completion of the New Melones 
Dam and Reservoir all units of the proposed improvements can be completed. 

Private levees included in authorized plan.—Private landowners in the Delta 
and Lower San Joaquin River have spent an estimated $32,900,000 on levees and 
flood-control works. A large proportion of these works will be incorporated in 
the authorized flood-control system for this area. In addition to the immediate 
protection provided by completing the proposed improvements at this time, the 
relocation and setback of existing levees and the construction of adequate bank 
protection in critical reaches will conserve the investment in existing levees. 
Prompt construction in these critical areas augmenting the existing levee system 
will undoubtedly preclude the complete reconstruction of important reaches of 
levee. The frequently quoted schoolboy’s adage, “a stitch in time saves nine,” 
has by its use become hackneyed—nonetheless in respect to these improvements 
it is true. 

The legislature of the State of California has sanctioned a plan to provide 
urgent flood-protection and reclamation in the area upstream from the mouth of 
the Merced River without cost to the Federal Government. This plan is a 
modification of the authorized flowage easement acquisition required for this 
area as part of the Lower San Joaquin project, and in no way affects the feasi- 
bility or practicality of commencing iminediate construction of the works for 
which construction funds are hereby being requested. 

Area protected.—Generally, the levee and channel-improvement project will 
provide urgently needed flood protection to approximately 140,000 acres and to 
the numerous commercial, public, and military installations; to the vital high- 
way and railway transportation routes: and to a large and growing suburban 
area which is south of the city of Stockton. 

Vilitary installations. Vithin the area to be protected by the construction of 
these levees, the following military installations are located: 

United States Naval Supply Annex on Rough and Ready Island 
Sharpe General Depot at Lathrop 

Sharpe General Depot at Tracy Annex 

Sharpe General Depot at Stockton 

In the floods of 1950-51, the breakdown of rail, highway, and communication 
systems, seriously impaired the functioning of the military supply depots listed 
above. These depots combine to handle the greatest tonnage of any depot in 
the United States and represent a Federal investment of about $25 million. 

Vajor public and private developments.— 

Industrial and residential area west of Stockton. 

Suburban areas along U. 8S. 50. 

The Mossdale area (all transportation and communication services, in- 
iding mainline railroads and highways, were cut off during the 1950 flood.) 
The San Joaquin County Hospital. 

The Deuel Vocational Institute, a $20 million investment. 

The Holly Sugar Corp. 

Port of Stockton. 

Federal funds requested.—It is requested that an appropriation of $1 million 
be authorized for the continuation of this work now well under way on the 
Lower San Joaquin River. 


Success Reservoir (fiscal year 1957, $2,500,000) 

Authorization of project.—Success Reservoir was authorized by the Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1944 (Public Law 554, December 22, 1944, 78th Cong. 2d sess.), as a 
unit in the comprehensive plan for flood control and other purposes for the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Basin. 

Description of project.—The project provides for construction of an earthfill 
dam with a maximum height of about 146 feet and an ungated saddle spillway, 
and an auxiliary earthfill dam or dike with a height of about 40 feet to create 
a reservoir with a gross storage capacity of 75,000 acre-feet for flood control, 
irrigation, and other water-conservation purposes. The unit will be located on 
the Tule River about 5 miles east of the town of Porterville, Calif. Success 
Reservoir will provide flood protection to about 60,000 acres of agricultural 
land in the Tule River area and to the Porterville urban area, and, in conjunc- 
tion with other flood-control projects on the Kings, Kaweah, and Kern Rivers, 
will provide flood protection to 260,000 acres of cropland in the Tulare Lake 
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area. The unit will also provide an improvement in the annual irrigation 
water supply amounting to about 10,000 acre-feet of new water through redue- 
tions in evaporation losses, and will provide means for regulating the present 
irrigation supply. 

Estimated cost.—The approved estimate of Federal cost (July 1954) is $13 
million. Operation and maintenance of the project after completion is the respon- 
sibility . the. Federal Government. The latest approved estimate (1948) for 
annual Federal cost of operation and maintenance is $48,000. Local inter- 
ests will reimburse the United States for the conservation accomplishments of 
the project. 

Status of project.—Data for definite design studies and memoranda have 
been assembled, including general design, selection of reservoir capacity, sur- 
veying and mapping, and exploration and material tests. The definite design 
studies are about 75 percent complete and plans and specifications are about 
30 percent complete; expenditures to date total $401,318. No construction funds 
have been appropriated to date. 

Federal funds requested.—lt is requested that an appropriation of $2,500,000 
be authorized to complete planning and initiate construction of this reservoir. 
Terminus Reservoir (fiscal year 1957, $1 million) 

Authorization of project.—Terminus Reservoir was authorized by the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 (Public Law 534, December 22, 1944, TSth Cong., 2d sess.), 
as a unit in the comprehensive plan for flood control and other purposes for the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Basin. 

Description of project.—The project provides for construction of an earth- 
fill dam, with a height of about 220 feet, and a gated saddle spillway to create a 
reservoir with a gross capacity of 145,000 acre-feet for flood control, irrigation, 
and other water conservation purposes. In addition, the project includes supple- 
mental spreading works on the valley floor consisting of diversion levees, control 
structures, channel improvement, check structures, and leveed spreading works. 
The unit will be located on the Kaweah River about 20 miles upstream from 
the town of Visalia, Calif. Terminus Reservoir will provide flood protection for 
about 110,000 acres of agricultural land in the Kaweah River area and to the 
Visalia urban area, and, in conjunction with other flood-control projects on the 
Kings, Kern, and Tule Rivers, will provide flood protection to 260,000 acres of 
cropland in the Tulare Lake area. The unit will also provide an improvement in 
the annual water conservation supply amounting to about 29,000 acre-feet, chiefly 
by decreasing evaporation in Tulare Lake, and will regulate the present irriga- 
tion supply to some extent. 

Hstimated cost—The latest approved estimate of Federal cost (July 1954) 
is $17,400,000. The latest approved estimate (1948) for annual Federal cost of 
operation and maintenance is $114,900. Local interests will reimburse the 
United States for the conservation accomplishments of the project. 

Status of project—Data for definite design studies and memorandums have been 
assembled, including general design, selection of reservoir capacity, surveying 
and mapping, and exploration and material tests. The definite design studies 
are about 65 percent complete, and plans and specifications are about 10 percent 
complete; expenditures to date total $343,472. No construction funds have been 
appropriated to date. 

Federat funds requested.—It is requested that an appropriation of $1 million 
be authorized to complete planning and initiate construction of Terminus 
Reservoir. 

Mr. Hotmes. On this first page of my statement you will find a map 
of the project. I will give you in detail our recommendations of the 
projects. 

On the American River levees, a new project just authorized, and 
since Folsom Dam has been completed we are very anxious to get the 
American River levees started as they protect a good many thousands 
of homes. We are asking for $800,000 as a start on that project. 

Now, Black Butte Dam is a flood-control project up on Stony Creek 
in Glenn County, Calif, It is a reservoir and has a capacity of 160,000 
acre-feet. It is very important to the flood control of the upper 
Sacramento River and we are asking an appropriation of $150,000 
on that. 
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Middle Creek is a new project which was authorized this last year. 
That will have about 6 miles of levees and channel improv ements. 
This project protects about 5,000 acres of land in Lake County. We 
are asking for an appropriation on that of $75,000 for planning and 
surveying. 

New Hog: an Dam, on the Calaveras River, would take care of floods 
in the Stanton Creek. It has a capacity of 325,000 acre-feet and it 
protects about 46,000 acres. We are asking planning funds on that 
project in the sum of $300,000. 

The New Melones Dam is a flood-control dam on the S Stanislaus 
River. It is a 1,100,000 acre-foot dam. It protects land immediately 
along the river consisting of about 25,000 acres. We are asking 
$300,000 for preliminary plans on that project. 

The Sacramento Old River project was authorized in 1917 and we 
have been going along with that for these many past years. Local 
interests have put up about $38 million on this project. The State 
has put up about $39 million. 

For the length of the Sacramento River, it is 184 miles and it pro- 
tects about 800,000 acres. There are about 1,000 miles of levees and 
that project has been going along, as I say, since 1917 and this year we 
are asking for $5 million for the continuation of that program. 

The Sacramento River, major and minor tributaries, is a project 
that was authorized on the upper Sacramento River and some of the 
smaller tributaries. 

In 1950 we had an appropriation from the Congress and work was 
started on that project. At the present time we have the lower end of 
the project completed, and when we have a flood the water comes 
down both sides of the uncompleted project. We would ask that we 
have $1 million on the major and minor stream group of the Sacra 
mento River. 

On the San Joaquin River levees—that, in conjunction with the 
New Melones Dam, I want to tell you gentlemen that we need more 
dams. This New Hogan and the New Melones Dams on the San 
Joaquin are very important features. We can build levees to protect 
against a normal flood—25-year floods—but ae it comes to these 
50- and 100-year floods that we had this year, we do need enormous 
structures. So here we asking $1 million on ‘the S san Joaquin River 
levees. 

Now, on the Suecess Dam and Terminus Dam, which are two flood- 
control dams on the lower end of the San Joaquin Valley, we are 
asking $2.5 million for Success Dam and $1 million to be appropriated 
on the Terminus Dam. 

As has been stated, the reclamation board was created to cooperate 
with the Federal Government, and I want to assure you that the Legis- 
lature of the State of California has made the necessary appropriations 
to the reclamation board and we are in a position to help out on any 
of these projects in which we have these interests. Thank you. 

Mr. Hitt. Thank you, Mr. Holmes. 

The next witness will be Mr. Marshall Jones, who will speak on the 
Sacramento River major and minor tributaries. He is director of 
public works, Butte County. 
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STATEMENT OF MARSHALL JONES 


Mr. Jones. Gentlemen, I would like to very briefly describe the 
physical layout of these projects in our county, Butte County. 

We are about in the middle of Sact ‘amento Valley and we have 
about six major streams. They come together in various fashions and 
pretty much all go into the Sacramento River below the Shasta Dam. 

The work involved on these projects would be channel clearing and 
maintenance, levee construction, and then the corps, as a result of its 
studies in the area, have selected two of the principal channels which 
lend themselves to the development the best and they will divert 
some of the other channels over into those better channels which will be 
improved in turn. 

Now, according to our information from the district office in Sacra- 
mento, these projects will take just a little under $3 million to com- 
plete from their present stage. 

Now, I say “present stage” ’ because these projects are authorized as 
part of the 1944 Flood Control Act. Work has been initiated on a 
small part of it and levees have been constructed on the lower end of 
what we call Butte Creek at a cost of a little over $900,000. 

That particular phase of it would take about another $700,000 to 
complete. Now, the picture I have just passed to you, I understand 
Congressman Engle presented to you this morning and explained 
that that isa picture looking south on Butte Creek showing the levees 
that were constructed in 1949 and 1950, which, as a result of the storms 
this last winter, were surrounded on the outside with water. 

Obviously, that was pretty damaging to these levees. They are 
not built to take that sort of thing on the outside. The protection is, 
of course, on the inside, so these levees were actus lly damaged during 
this last year’s storm. 

Also, quite obviously, the $900,000 invested in those levees is not 
doing much good to the Sacramento Valley. 

Furthermore, the area that these levees are to protect, plus the 
remaining area that would be protected by this project, is being taxed 
for the maintenance of these levees and some of our people are pretty 
unhappy about being taxed for a facility that is physically incapable 
of serving them and giving them flood protection. 

As for the area that these projects on these 6 creeks would protect, 
about 200,000 acres, most of it is completely developed agricultural 
land under irrigation. 

California raises, I believe, almost 100 percent of the Nation’s 
almond crop and some 90 percent of California’s output is in this 
particular area. 

There are some large installations around Chico. The Diamond 
Match Co. has an installation with a value of about $14 million. We 
have a State college that lies astride one of these creeks with an invest- 
ment of $10 million, and they are now spending $7 million in the 
next 5 vears. 

One of these creeks runs through a very nice park which Chico has. 
It is a regional park, Bidwell P: irk V alley area, and it is used by many 
thousands of people each year. 

With respect to what past floods on these creeks have been, the first 
major flood in this area that caused great potential damage, because 
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the development had reached the point that there could be damage, was 
in 1937, the blocking of the channels, and so forth. There was major 
flooding in the downtown areas of Chico, particular in industrial 
areas, along the railroad, and virtually all of the agricultural land was 
flooded. 

In 1940 and in 1950, again there was some flooding, nothing like 
1937, but I just mention them to give you some idea of the frequency 
of the trouble from these streams. 

Then, of course, this recent period beginning December 22 and 
ending on February 23, we had three major storms that caused sub- 
stantial overflow from these creeks. 

In a good many places, there are local farmer levees, as we call 
them, and they are very in: idequate levees and there were breaks in 
these small structures on all six streams with the resulting flooding 
of agricultural land. 

There was major damage in this Chico park that I mentioned. 
The city park commission is spending considerable money to get back 
into business there. 

Throughout the entire area, of course, there has been quite rapid 
growth since the war and a reevaluation of the studies that the Corps 
of Engineers made in the early 1940’s, which resulted in the authoriza- 
tion of 1944, obviously would show a much higher benefit-to-cost ratio 
than it did at that time. 

So we feel, in view of what has already taken place in the last 10 
years, and it does not appear to be slowing down certainly, that it is 
extremely important that work be started again on this project, what 
was started in 1949, and halted in I guess 1951 or 1952 as a result of 
the Korean conflict. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Hiti. Thank you, Mr. Jones. 

(Mr. Jones’ prepared statement follows :) 

I am Marshall Jones, director of public works for Butte County, Calif. I am 
a registered civil engineer and have worked on water problems in the Central 
Valley for the past 17 years. 

The specific projects for which we wish consideration today are units of the 
Corps of Engineers’ regularly authorized project for the Sacramento River major 
and minor tributaries. Two physically separate units of the overall project 
for the areas of Butte County are as follows: 

(a) The Mud, Chic., and Sandy Gulch Creeks project which would in- 
volve a diversion of floodwaters from Chico Creek to Sandy Gulch together 
with levees and channel improvements as necessary. 

(6b) The Butte, Little Chico, and Cherokee Canal project which would 
involve a diversion of floodwaters from Little Chico to Butte Creek together 
with levees and channel improvements as necessary. 

The above flood-control works would provide protection for an area of about 
204,000 acres, including the communities of Chico, Durham, Nelson, and Rich- 
vale. The agricultural areas total almost 200,000 acres and consist almost en- 
tirely of fully developed irrigated farms with water systems. 

In 1950 work was initiated on Butte Creek and about $900,000 was spent on 
construction of levees on the lower reaches. This work is and will be virtually 
ineffective in controlling floods until levees are completed on the upper portion 
of the creek. The Corps of Engineers estimates that in addition to the $900,000 
already spent, an additional sum of $2,810,000 will be necessary to complete these 
projects. The individual costs are as follows: Butte and Little Chico Creeks. 
$700,000 ; Cherokee Canal, $1,670,000; Chico, Sandy Gulch, and Mud Creek, 
$440,000. 

During the historically large floods in the Sacramento Valley these six creeks 
have overflowed their banks and flooded many thousands of acres of agricultural 
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land and damaged residential and industrial property in the Chico-Durham area 
During the flood of 1937, the Chico Diamond Match Co. plant, with an assessed 
valuation of $3,750,000, was flooded from Little Chico Creek. A substantial 
portion of the industrial area of Chico in the vicinity of the Southern Pacific 
Railroad tracks was also flooded. Floods of 1940 and 1950 caused minor flood- 
ing of both agricultural and urban properties. During the recent period of heavy 
rainfall beginning on December 22, 1955, and ending on February 23, 1956, three 
major storms occurred which caused substantial overflow from these creeks. 
Breaks occurred in small locally built levees along all six channels and major 
damage resulted in agricultural, residential, and industrial areas. Floodwaters 
from Big Chico Creek caused thousands of dollars worth of damage to Bidwell 
*ark, the principal recreational facility of the city of Chico which lies along 
Big Chico Creek. This park is regional in use with people coming from all parts 
of the upper Sacramento Valley to use its facilities. Preliminary surveys by 
the Corps of Engineers indicated a total damage of approximately $1,300,000 
in the area. 

The presently authorized projects on these creeks were justified in 1944 on the 
basis of development at that time. Since 1944 the areas in question have in- 
creased approximately 50 percent in population, business and industrial prop- 
erties have been greatly expanded. Chico State College, located astride Big 
Chico Creek in Chico, now has an estimated investment of $10 million in facili- 
ties and is now embarked on an expansion plan that will add $7 million in the 
next 5 years. Values of agricultural properties have greatly increased as many 
farmers turned from a nonirrigated type of farming to use of irrigation water 
from wells which calls for very large investments in land leveling, wells, pumps, 
canals, pipelines, and farm equipment. Furthermore, development of agricul- 
tural lands results in leveling and the obliteration of many natural drainage 
channels which makes the improvement and maintenance of the major creek 
channels more important than ever to prevent damage from floodwaters. It is 
obvious that revaluation of these projects today would show a much higher 
justification than the favorable benefit-cost ratio indicated for the 1944 authori- 
zation. 

All factors of weather (frequency and intensity of rainfall which will result 
in major flood runoff) the deterioration and blocking of natural stream channels 
and rapidly increasing land and property values in the flood plain all point to 
the probability of a major flood disaster in the Chico-Durham area if proper 
channel and levee work is not perfomed. 

It should be pointed out in connection with the partially completed levee work 
on the lower end of Butte Creek that maintenance costs are being assessed on 
all areas which will ultimately benefit from the Little Chico, Butte, Cherokee 
Canal project. For most of this area protection from floods by the present levees 
is a physical impossibility. It seems only proper that this unit be completed 
to render useful the work already performed and to protect all the people who 
are being assessed for maintenance. 

The people of the Chico-Durham area have seen substantial damage caused 
by past floods and are fearful of large-scale future damage as the area develops 
and earnestly seek assistance from you through the regularly established Federal 
program for flood-control projects. The projects have been authorized by the 
Congress since 1944 and one has been partially built. We believe that funds 
should be made available to the Corps of Engineers for the next fiscal year to 
resume work on these projects. 

We understand the Corps of Engineers could utilize $250,000 during the fiscal 
year beginning next July 1 to resume construction on Butte Creek and perform 
preconstruction engineering on the other elements of the projects. 


STATEMENT OF PALMER FOSTER 


Mr. Huw. Mr. Palmer Foster, representing the Chico-Durham 
Flood Control Committee. 

Mr. Foster. My name is Palmer Foster and I live in Chico, Butte 
County, Calif. 

I am associated with the water problem and I am here in the interest 
of the tributaries, and those particularly in our county. There may 
be some repetition in the things I say. 
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I might clarify just a little bit, starting with the 1937 flood and 
the 1940 flood. 

Congress did authorize these projects in flood control. Nothing has 
been done on these streams over the years which provides flood pro- 
tection to an area that is pretty intensely cultivated and certainly they 
are in need of a lot of development. 

As Mr. Jones mentioned, they spent something like $938,000, the 
Federal Government has, in building levees on the lower end of the 
Butte project, leaving the more important upper end without protec- 
tion. ‘This includes highly developed farmland and the town of Dur- 
ham, which is a little rural community and also a city, exposed to 
floodwaters and the entire area could be severely damaged. Now, 
these areas just escaped considerable damage last December by the 
emergency work of the United States engineers and the farmers in 
the area. 

To give you some idea of the growth of the county itself, in 1944 
we hada population of 50,000 and in 1950 we had 76,000. Our assessed 

valuation has increased from $48 million in 1944 to $96,700,000 in 1956. 

Now, this growth and increased assessed valuation will continue 
at an increased pace, since a large part of the excess water of Cali- 
fornia lies in the immediate watersheds of Butte County and the 
surrounding area and many of the large ranches are being cut into 
small ranches and are going from dryland farming to irrigated 
farming. 

We have large power interests coming into the area which are 
bringing in additional population. With the Federal river projects 
underway, we will have a boom there, all of which creates a responsi- 
bility to provide fiood-control protection for this growing population 
which has been so long neglected. 

Now, our creeks during this last year, during this last storm, were 
flooded with debris, and so forth, and are miserable in appearance in 
comparison with what they were 30 years ago. They are filled up 
with debris, sand, gravels, rocks, and cobblestones, and they need to 
be cleaned out. 

According to preliminary information which we have from the 
Army engineers, it is estimated that damages amounting to some 
$1,300,000 occurred in Butte C ounty and that is in addition to some 
$750,000 loss that we have suffered in road damage from high water 
over the past 10 years. 

Now, we feel that ours is a rather urgent problem, and a long- 
standing problem. I don’t know of any towns with a comparable 
location. We sit at the outlet of three large canyons greatly exposed 
to flood conditions. 

Its situation is identical to that of the city of Visalia and I hope 
we are just as vulnerable. Visalia just recently had a very devastating 
flood and here we sit right there without any possible protection. 

Now, ours is a little more fortunate situation in that our watersheds 
are short and that our crest waters will be out of the way prior to the 
normal cresting of the Sacramento River, but this can only occur with 
the provision of proper flood-control structures. 

We get our crest waters off of the levee caps and in the lower regions 
we have become saturated and the runoff is very rapid. 

Mr. Mini. T have a particular point I would like to make here. 
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Since we are the only project in the program gathered from the 
water-resources work throughout the budget, I would like to make 
this one statement for our project. 

We have met all of the requirements. The State reclamation board 
has provided adequate money. The rights-of-way are ready to go. 
Apparently the engineers have made a recommendation, stating they 
are ready and willing to go and they are asking $250,000 for this job. 

Mr. Foster. Certainly we are in accord with the recommendation, 
I think, in view of the fact that ours is the only project that has been 
left out of this year’s budget, we would ask you to look favorably 
upon our project and to provide the money so we can have that flood 
control. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hitz. Thank you, Mr. Foster. 

Now, we have Mr. William Vereschagin, chairman of the Black 
Butte Dam Committee. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM VERESCHAGIN 


Mr. Verescuacin. My name is William Vereschagin, and I am vice 
president of the Orland Unit Water Association and chairman of the 
Black Butte Dam Committee of Glenn County and Orland District 
Chambers of Commerce. 

I should like to supplement my written statement on Black Butte 
with 2 or 3 remarks. 

Black Butte Dam project was approved and construction authorized 
more than a dozen years ago. The dam itself will be built on Stony 
Creek, about 10 miles west of Orland. This creek is the largest 
tributary of the Sacramento River, and during the recent floods of 
December 1955, more than 35,000 feet of water at peak flow roared 
down Stony Creek and into the Sacramento River. 

Just as a comparison, I should like to point out that 2 weeks prior 
to this flood the Sacramento River just above Stony Creek only had a 
total flow of about 33,000 second-feet. 

This large amount of water in Stony Creek contributes a major 
reason for the erosion that is now washing out orchards and property 
on the banks of the Sacramento River. 

It will interest you to know that more than 600,000 acre-feet of 
water rampaged through Stony Creek in the last rainy season alone. 

The town of Orland was under 2 or 3 feet of water in 1940. If we 
should have a flood today, however, the disaster would be much greater 
because the bed of Stony Creek has such a tremendous growth of trees 
and brush. 

We are also fearful that if we should have a big flood, Stony Creek 
could change its course and cut right through the town of Orland. 
Geologists say that many years ago the channel of Stony Creek was 
where Orland is now situated. 

The bed of the Stony Creek Channel in its present course just a short 
distance above Orland is 5 to 6 feet higher than the ground level in the 
town of Orland. 

Our present condition with a heavy snow pack up in the mountains 
reminds me of a short story which I heard when I was in school, con- 
cerning a certain king who was sitting on his throne with a sword 
hanging above his head by a thin thread. 





620 


Now, we have this snow pack, which is equivalent to about 4 feet 
of water, and if we should get a warm rain it would come down through 
our territory there with such tremendous force that it could wash 
the town of Orland right out and also some surrounding area. 

This is a tremendous waste of water and one which the State of 
California can ill afford to lose. 

About $150,000 have been spent to date on planning and engineer- 
ing on the Black Butte project. Men and equipment currently are 
on the spot drilling and tunneling for foundation coring specifications. 

In behalf of the people of the town of Orland and Glenn County, I 
urge and request that the Corps of Army Engineers be given ample 
funds so that they may proceed with this necessary work. 

I ask permission at this time to file a copy of a letter from General 
Sturges which points out the amount of money the engineers can use 
economically on this project. I also request leave to file a personal 
statement in my own behalf. 

Permit me to thank you for your kind attention. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D. C., February 28, 1956. 
Mr. WILLIAM VERESCHAGIN, 
Chairman, Black Butte Dam Committee, 
Orland District Chamber of Commerce, 
Orland, Calif. 

DeAR Mr. VERESCHAGIN: This is in response to your letter of February 16, 1956, 
pointing out the need of adequate funds for preconstruction planning work on 
the Black Butte Reservoir project. Also you refer to your recent discussion of 
the project with Colonel Wilder at Sacramento and a recent meeting of the Cali- 
fornia Water Resources Board. 

You will recall that General Itschner, in his letter of January 30, 1956, men- 
tioned that $324.000 of additional funds will be required for preconstruction 
planning work on Black Butte project, and that $125,000 could be economically 
used during fiscal year 1957. The latter is still considered to be a realistic sum. 
We realize the importance of completing this planning work at the earliest prac- 
ticable date, and this office and our field officers will continue to work with your 
committee and the California Water Resources Board in advancing the project 
toward construction. 

In order that Col. William F. Cassidy, the division engineer of our South 
Pacific Division, and Colonel Wilder may know of your continued interest in the 
Black Butte project I have taken the liberty of furnishing them a copy of your 
letter. 

Sincerely yours, 
S. D. Strureis, Jr., 
Lieutenant General, United States Army, 
Chief of Engineers. 

Mr. Verescuacin. I have several copies of this letter of General 
Sturgis, along with our formal statement here that is to be filed, and 
I also have a picture that was taken recently up there of the dam site, 
and I regret that it is not too good a picture but it shows what the 
situation 1s. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 

s MaArcH 23, 1956. 
Subject : Black Butte Dam project. 
Location: Ten miles west of Orland (Glenn County), Calif., on Stony Creek, a 


major tributary of the Sacramento River. 
Objective: Flood control. 
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A. DRAINAGE AREA OF STONY CREEK 


1. The watershed of Stony Creek extends from the snow pack of the Coast 
Range Mountains in western Glenn and Colusa Counties and flows northe: isterly 
in the stream channel for approximately 80 miles to its junction with the Sacra- 
mento River 10 miles east of Orland. 

2. The drainage area is approximately 761 square miles. 


B. FLOOD THREAT 


The city of Orland, situated on the floor of the Sacramento Valley on the 
silt bank of Stony Creek, has been flooded in the past. Widespread and costly 
damage occurred in 1940. 

2. A flood disaster would have occurred in 1955, except for the fact that reser- 
voirs for the storage of irrigation water located upstream from Orland were 
empty when the runoff commenced. If warm rains occur in the spring to melt 
the snow pack at a time when the irrigation reservoirs are always full, there 
will be a great danger of inundation to the city and surrounding rich agricultural! 
lands. 

3. Approximately 600,000 acre-feet of water have emptied from Stony Creek 
into the Sacramento River so far this season. Accordingly, this water contributes 
greatly to the erosion of land along the Sacramento River and to down river 
floods such as the recent one in the Marysville-Yuba City area and the Sacramento 
Delta region. 

4. The moisture content of the present snow pack is greater than at any time in 
the past 13 years. A sudden melting of this snow pack by warm spring rains 
could cause a serious flood threat. 


C. NECESSITY FOR PROJECT 


1. The State water resources board of the State of California recommended 
construction of this project as a flood-control measure more than 20 years ago. 

2. The project has already been authorized by the Congress. 

3. The United States Army engineers concur in the necessity of the project 
and recommend its immediate construction. It is rated by the Army engineers 
as a 2-to-1 benefit to flood control. 

4. An immediate appropriation of $150,000 for preconstruction work on the 
project is urgently recommended. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Wo. VERESCHAGIN, 

Vice President, Orland Unit Water Users Association; Chairman, Black 
Butte Dam Committee, Glenn County Chamber of Commerce, Orland 
District Chamber of Commerce. 

Mr. Hux. There is one thing I should mention and that is, there 
are some discrepancies with our board’s request that have come about 
through more recent developments and later information, and those, 
[ think you will note as we go through. 


Next we have Mr. Tarshes, county executive, Sacramento County. 


STATEMENT OF M. D. TARSHES 


Mr. Tarsues. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is M.D. Tarshes. I am county executive of Sacramento County. 
1 have here a resolution of the board of supervisors of Sacramento 
County and a personal statement of my own which I would like to 
file with your committee for the record, and I would like to supple- 
ment this with just a few brief points regarding the very crtically 
needed American River levee projects in the vicinity of the city of 
Sacramento and the county of Sacramento. 

This project is concerned with the raising and extension of existing 
levees in the vicinity of Sacramento for about 7 miles along the right 
or north bank of the American River from the existing levee to the 





high ground above the overflow area and this would protect an area 
of approximately 2,000 acres that have in the past been subject to 
disastrous flooding. 

I believe this project is essential in order to get the full flood-control 
potential from Folsom Dam; that is, at the present time, in order to 
avoid flooding in this area, and the maximum water from Folsom Dam 
is 70,000 cubic feet per second. 

With this levee, that flow could be increased to the maximum of 
115,000 cubic feet per second which as I say would allow the dam to 
achieve its full potential in flood control. 

Of course we in the Sacramento area are very appreciative for the 
efforts and funds authorized by Congress for on construction of Fol- 
som Dam which has been so important in our are 

You have heard of the disastrous floods pi that we have had 
in California this last year and although we didn’t have any damage 
in this area we had very little damage in the particular area that I 
have been speaking of this was attributable only to one particular 
fact which will not exist again. 

At the beginning of the heavy rains in December Folsom Dam was 
empty. We don’t think Folsom Dam will ever again be empty and 
if it had not been empty the area in question would have been very 
seriously flooded. 

We are asking in our statement and presentation which I have filed 
with your committee for an appropriation of $800,000 and we urge 
that the Congress appropriate for this very critically needed project 
every dollar thi at the Corps of Engineers can feasibly use during the 
fiscal year 1957. 

Thank you. I will file my statement. 


(The statement referred to follows :) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is M. D. Tarshes, and 
I am the manager of the county of Sacramento in the State of California. The 
Board of Supervisors of Sacramento County has designated me to represent it at 
this hearing, and with your permission I request that this statement be in- 
serted in the printed record. 


NORTH LEVEE, AMERICAN RIVER EXTENSION 


Lying to the east of Sacramento and adjacent to the American River is an 
area of over 2,000 acres which has been subject to periodic flooding and will 
continue to be menaced by floodwaters unless the flood-control project recently 
authorized by the Federal Government for this area is completed. The au- 
thorized Federal plan for improvement provides for raising and extending the 
existing levees in the vicinity of Sacramento for about 7 miles along the right 
(north) bank of the American River from the existing levee to high ground 
above the overflow area. 

This project was authorized by the Federal Government by the Flood Control 
Act of 1954. In July 1955, Congress appropriated $90,000 for planning and 
preparation of contract plans for this levee extension. 

It is requested that $800,000 of Federal funds be appropriated for the fiscal 
year 1957 for the continuation of planning and initiation of construction on this 
project which is estimated to require a total Federal expenditure of $1,600,000 
and a State expenditure of over $800,000. 

In the recent floods of 1955 we in this area were most fortunate that Folsom 
Dam and Reservoir was operated so as to regulate an inflow of 218,000 cubie 
feet per second to a release of 70,000 cubic feet per second, the capacity of the 
downstream channel. Flows in excess of 70,000 cubic feet per second create 
flooding in the area which these levees are designed to protect. Under scheduled 
operation of Folsom Reservoir during similar floods downstream releases up to 
115,000 cubie feet per second will be required. It is only because the recently 
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constructed Folsom Reservoir was relatively empty that we were spared in 
1955 from damages to extensive areas such as occurred in 1950-51. We will 
never again be able to count on Folsom Dam being able to absorb so much 
inflow. 

Tne Corps of Engineers have estimated a property loss of $3,400,000 in the 
1950-51 floods, of which $2,600,000 would have been saved if both Folsom 
Reservoir and the proposed levees had been completed. In the floods of 1950—51, 
4,500 residents of this area had to be evacuated. Obviously, there is more than 
a monetary advantage of having these levees constructed. 

During the 1950-51 flood conditions main travel arterials in the area were 
closed 4 weeks causing great inconvenience to the traveling public. These same 
conditions, even with the Folsom Dam in normal operation, could be repeated 
and conceivably for a longer period if the proposed levee project is not 
completed. 

This traffic is composed of not only the normal cross-State volume, but of a 
twice-daily peak of workers of McClellan Air Force Base, Mather Air Force 
Base, and the Sacramento Signal Depot; combined with suburbanite employees 
of business and industries of Sacramento on their way to and from work. 

We, therefore, urge your committee and the Congress to give favorable con- 
sideration to an appropriation of $800,000 for extension of this American River 
levee in order to prevent a recurrence of crippling flood conditions in this vital 
area. 

RESOLUTION No. 15625 


Whereas the Federal Government has authorized a project for the improve- 
ment of the American River levees in the vicinity of the city of Sacramento, 
county of Sacramento, State of California, which project contemplates the 
raising and extending of the existing levees; and 

Whereas the area adjacent to the project is subject to periodic flooding, and 
will continue to be menaced by floodwaters until the said project is completed ; 
and 

Whereas the flooding of the adjacent area causes widespread damage to 
property and loss to property owners; and 

Whereas the flooding of the area results in the closing of highways and 
the rerouting of traffic, causing delay and inconvenience to the transportation 
of persons and commodities; and 

Whereas said flooding of property results in a substantial depreciation in 
the assessed valuation of property with consequent loss of taxes: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the Board of Supervisors of the County of Sacramento, State 
of California, do hereby respectfully request the Appropriations Committee 
of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate of the United States to approve the appropriation of $800,000 of Federal 
funds for the fiscal year 1956-57, in order that the said project may continue 
until completed. 

Passed and adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Sacramento, 
State of California, this 21st day of March 1956, by the following vote, to wit: 

Ayes: Supervisors, Bonetti, Elmer, Hoffman, Kelley, Garlick. 

Noes: Supervisors, none. 

Absent: Supervisors, none. 

[SEAL] JAMES R, GARLICK, 

Chairman of the Board of Supervisors of Sacramento County, 
Calif. 

Attest: 

C. C. LARur, County Clerk. 
By Wo. H. Dick, Deputy. 


Mr. Hitz. Now, we will take Mr. Geisreiter, a councilman from the 
city of Sacramento. 


STATEMENT OF BERT GEISREITER 


Mr. Getsrerrer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Bert Geisreiter, city councilman and former mayor of the city of 
Sacramento. 


15294—56—pt. 1-40 
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At the time of the very disastrous flood in 1950 and 1951, I was privi- 
leged to be there in the city of Sacramento. I might point out that it 
is the capital city of California and in our area we had a 40.6 increase 
in population in the last 5 years. It is a fast-growing area, as you 
could well understand. ) 

The area in question, protected by this levee, is an important part 
of the city. Many of these people must pass the highways. through 
this area and we had a $3,400,000 property loss in the 1950-51 flood. 

I am very familiar with it because it was my responsibility, of 
course, to see that some 4,500 people were evacuated out of that area 
and were taken care of. 

We feel in Sacramento very appreciative of what this committee and 
Congress has done, and the Corps of Engineers, and we are here today 
to express our appreciation for your previous allotment and to wish 
for your continuing support of the project, and say that on behalf of 
this great city of Sacramento, being the capital city of the State, and 
we say it needs this type of protection and therefore we are here today 
to express that appreciation to you and ask for your continuing sup- 
port once again. 

Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF C. B. BULL 


Mr. Hain. Our next speaker will be Mr. Bull, chairman of the Board 
of Supervisors of San Joaquin County, and he also has some other 
people with him. 

Mr. Buux. Thank you. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, to orient yourself to 


the particular portion of California, if you will turn to page 6, you 
will locate the section we are talking about. 

IT am chairman of the Board of Supervisors of San Joaquin County. 

The delegation from San Joaquin and Calaveras Counties in central 
California appear before you this afternoon united in their efforts to 
request adequate funds without waste be appropriated for three dif- 
ferent categories of eo within our area, These projects are 
listed in our brochure before you, but, briefly, the present Caan allo- 
vations are as follows: $293,000 for advance planning for the New 
Hogan Dam and $100,000 for the New Melones Dam, which are both 
authorized projects. 

One million dollars for construction funds for the San Joaquin 
River levees and sufficient funds for general investigation funds to 
enable the Corps of Engineers to complete the survey report author- 
ized on the Mokelumne River and its tributaries, and Bear Creek. 

We appear today in complete harmony and unanimity of purpose 
at attested to by the 78 resolutions included in our brochure. These 
resolutions are from the boards of supervisors of the four interested 
counties of Calaveras, Stanislaus, Tuolumne, and San Joaquin. 

All of the 5 incorporated cities and the 12 chambers of commerce 
within San Joaquin County, as well as the Woodbridge Irrigation 
District, San Joaquin Housing Authority, and, finally, the resolu- 
tion of the Board of Directors of County Supervisors Association of 
California. 

T would now like to introduce the delegation with me today. 
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The first is A. J. Gianelli, chairman of the Board of Supervisors 
of Calaveras County. 

I might add that Mr. Gianelli is the dean of supervisors of Cali- 
fornia, having continuously held office for 42 years, 30 years of which 
he served as chairman. 

The next is Robert W. Schmidt, mayor of the city of Stockton. 

The next is Mayor W - ard Robinson, mayor of the city of Lodi, 
and representing N. S. J. Water Conservation District and Wood- 
bridge Irrigation District. 

The next is Walter B. Hogan, water consultant for San Joaquin 
County, Stockton and East San Joaquin Water Conservation Dis 
trict, North San Joaquin Water Conservation District and the gentle- 
man who ¢ ompiled the statistical data contained in the brochure. 

Next is Marshall Dunlop, city engineer, city of Stockton, who was 
hip deep in water last Christmas Eve. 

Next is John H. Burton, director of Stockton East San Joaquin 
Water Conservation District and chairman of San Joaquin County 
Housing Authority. 

Next and last we have Homer D. Riddle, who is a rancher and who 
is representing a group of fellow ranchers who live adjacent to the 
Mormon Slough and Calaveras River. 

I might add, that if all of these allocations and appropriations are 
made as requested, that we in San Joaquin County are going to feel 
very happy about it because we happened to sit in the center of the 
confluence of the San Joaquin and Sacramento Rivers, and every time 
one of these projects is built, it just eases the tension to us. 

In closing, may I add that the Corps of Engineers have attested to 
the urgency of these projects and are fully aware as to the need for 
action to prevent a repetition of the loss of life and the $10 million 
property loss suffered on Christmas Eve, 1955. 

We, therefore, respectfully ask that the amounts requested in our 
brochure be appropriated. 

Mr. Hiri. Thank you, Mr. Bull. 

Next we will have the Success and Terminum Dams and Mr. Aber- 
crombie will be the speaker for that group. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES K. ABERCROMBIE 


Mr. AsercromeBir. Mr. Hill and Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, I have here, gentlemen, a prepared statement which I will 
file and with the committee’s permission I would like to enlarge some- 
what on that statement. 

My name is James K. Abercrombie. I live in Visalia. I am appear- 
ing on behalf of these two dams for quite a large number of people. 
We are appearing for the County Board of Supervisors of Tulare 
County, for the city of Visalia, and the city of Porterville, and also 
on behalf of the Terminus & Success Flood Control Dams Association, 
Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District, Porterville Irrigation 
District, and the Lower Tule River Irrigation District. 

The Terminus & Success Flood Control Dams Association, I might 
inform you, includes 85 organized groups, including both the counties 
of Tulare and Kings, seven incorporated cities, all the public agencies 
concerned, the labor or ganizations, chambers of commerce, the Gr ange, 
the farm bureaus, the service clubs, and garden clubs, and others, 
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including over 15,000 individuals who have signed petitions in the last 
couple of months asking that these projects be built. 

It might occur to the committee that it is rather unusual that there 
should be such an uprising, if you may call it that. It is not unusual 
or beyond understanding when you realize that floods of this character 
have occurred 3 times in the last 10 years; in 1945, 1950, again at 
Christmas of 1955, and really a fourth time in the middle of January 
1956. 

Each flood that has occurred was worse than the last one. 

At Christmas of 1955, according to the best estimate we can make 
through our agricultural commissioner, and through the surveys con- 
due ted j in the e cities and urban areas, the damage was over $25 million 
from this last flood alone. It would have almost paid for the dam. 
The city’s urban area is about 25,000 in population. The town proper 
is between 13,000 and 14.000. That area was 80 percent under water 
twice this year alone, and by “under water” I mean from 6 inches to 
4 feet deep. There was tremendous damage to Government property. 
The Friant Kern Canal of the Central Valley project requires, we 
understand, as the cost of reconstruction, in excess of $500,000. I don’t 
know how many hundreds of thousands of dollars the Army Engineers 
have spent for direct emergency relief. 

Of course, we are most grateful for that relief, but that is not the 
answer. Weare looking down the barrel of a loaded gun all the time 
in the winter. The mountains are above us, and with a warm rain and 
a few degrees of high temperature we could be under water. 

The construction of these dams is so vital that we can’t understand 
how anyone could see it otherwise. Two hearings were held by the 
State water resources board, highly publicized in the public press, 
and no opposition at all appeared, but we understand there is some 
slight opposition, which is at this time before your committee, but 
which is insignificant, taking into account the number of people repre- 
sented and the property values involved, so far as flood control is 
concerned. 

We think that the people who would oppose do so probably because 
their lands are in the reservoir site, or because they hope they might 
gain some water rights, which you know are important private prop- 
erty in the West. We are not concerned with that. This opposition 
would be in the monutainous area. 

We are concerned with the county, which today is the second richest 
in production, dollar production of agricultural products, in the 
Nation, and for 30 years has never been lower than fourth in the 
United States. We are concerned with people more than we are with 
property, by far, and with the suffering that has come from these 
floods; and, as we see it, the people come first. There is no possible 
way to prevent these disasters, such as we have been through, except by 
the construction of these dams. 

These projects have been studied since 1936. Planning has gone 
forward since the projects were authorized in 1944. They are fully 
approved by the State engineer, by the State water resources board, by 
the Bureau of Reclamation, by the Army engineers, and by Congress 
itself, by authorization of the projects. They are included in the 
1956-57 budget, for which we are very happy, and we certainly would 
urge the committee to go along with the beset estimate, and maybe 
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the committee could find, in discussing this matter further with the 
Army, that they could effectually use some additional funds on the 
Terminus Dam for site acquisition. 

Terminus has been allocated $558,000 and the site acquisition will 
run over a million dollars. If they can use more money, and that will 
effect an ultimate economy, we urge the committee to allot that money. 

Now, with the committee’s permission, I have several gentlemen with 
me that I would like to have the committee recognize. The first is 
Mr. W. A. Alexander, a very able engineer from Porterville, who has 
appes ared before your committee on prior occasions. 

(The statement of Mr. Abercrombie is as follows :) 


My name is James K. Abercrombie. I reside at Visalia, in Tulare County, 
Calif., and practice law there. 

I am appearing in support of appropriations for the construction of Terminus 
Dam flood-control project, and Success Dam flood-control project, by the Corps 
of Engineers, United States Army. Termius Dam will be located on the Kaweah 
River, and Success Dam will be located on the Tule River, each in Tulare County. 
Both projects were authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1944, as two units of 
a comprehensive plan which also included Pine Flat Dam on the Kings River 
and Isabella Dam on the Kern River. 

This appearance is made on behalf of the Termius and Success Flood Control 
Dams Association, Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District, Porterville Irri- 
gation District, Lower Tulle River Irrigation District, the city of Visalia, the 
city of Porterville, and the county of Tulare. 

The local people desperately desire the immediate construction of these proj- 
ects, which is certainly understandable in view of the devastating floods which 
have occurred, the last only 3 months ago, and which would have been pre- 
vented by these dams. 

The only dissenting voice of which we have heard is from a handful of people 
with selfish motives. They live above the dams, and own property in the area 
which will be included in the reservoirs. They are not actually interested in 
flood-control dams. Their misguided hope is that if dams were built above 
their property they would be able to secure a water supply to which they are 
not entitled and under California law, actually would not be entitled even if 
upper dams were possible. If such people were allowed to prevail there would 
never be any public works of any kind, in the shape of roads, buildings, parks, 
flood-control projects, or otherwise. 

I have made the positive statement that these people are not interested in 
flood control because the only way in which flood control can be obtained is by 
the construction of these dams, at the places and of the size proposed by the 
Corps of Engineers, United States Army. Both dam sites are in the foothills 
of the Sierra Nevada Mountains. Any upstream sites would be in increasingly 
rugged terrain, with narrow canyons having precipitous walls, and with a fall 
of several hundred feet to the mile. Additionally, both the Kaweah River and 
the Tule River, shortly above the dam sites, branch into several tributaries and 
would require several dams, even if sites were available. Thorough investiga- 
tion of all possible sites on both streams were were made by the Corps of Engi- 
neers between 1936 and 1944, prior to the recommendation of the present sites to 
Congress in 1944, and the specific authorization of the construction of dams at 
those site by the Congress in the Flood Control Act of 1944. Since that time 
approximately $400,000 has been spent on each stream, or a total of approvxi- 
mately $800,000 in surveys and planning. The two sites have been approved by 
the California State engineer and by the State water resources board, by the 
county of Tulare, and by all public agencies in the area, and by thousands upon 
thousands of private people, like myself, who are directly affected. I am sure 
that the Corps of Engineers of the United States Army will have no hesitancy 
in advising the committee that there are no upstream sites on either of these 
streams which are either physically adequate or economically feasible. 

Since these projects were authorized in 1944 there have been 4 major floods, 
in 1945, in 1950, in 1955, and in 1956, and their loss in property damage and 
human misery has been terrific. In my own personal case, I have had water in 
my home on three occasions. In the last flood we were flooded for over a week, 
and were without heat or sanitary facilities. 
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In the flood which occurred December 22, 1955, on the 11th anniversary of the 
Flood Control Act of 1944, the damage was staggering. According to the best 
information I can obtain, the Kaweah flood alone caused $15 million damage to 
farms, exclusive of damage to farm dwellings, $4 million damage to homes in the 
city of Visalia and other urban areas, $200,000 damage to city streets, and untold 
hardship and suffering which cannot be measured in terms of money. The De- 
cember flood also caused $1 million damage to county roads and bridges, and n 
estimated $500,000 damage to public utilities, as well as approximately $750,000 
damage to Government property, the Friant Kern Canal of the Central Valley 
project. The city of Visalia was again flooded, with 80 percent of the entire town 
under water, in January of this year. These losses are particularly shocking 
when we realize that the total cost of Terminus Dam is estimated to be $18,600,000, 
less than the cost of this one flood. 

The people cannot stand these repeated disasters, nor can the Government allow 
them to continue. We have done everything in our power to protect ourselves, at 
tremendous cost, but without avail. Our only hope is that this committee and 
the Congress will recognize our desperate need and appropriate the moneys neces- 
sary to construct these dams. The immediate constructions of the dams is our 
only salvation. 

The California State engineer, in his report to the California State Water Re- 
sources Board, termed the need for these projects as urgent. This need is recog- 
lized by the State water resources board and by the Corps of Engineers, United 
States Army. Finally, after what we know has been a thorough investigation and 
a careful consideration of necessities as well as the merits of our situation, the 
President's budget for fiscal year 1956—57 now before this committee for approval, 
includes and recommends an appropriation of $558,000 for Terminus Dam and 
$2,490,000 for Success Dam. We sincerely urge its approval. 


Mr. Botanp. Do you have a statement you want to file? 


STATEMENT OF W. A. ALEXANDER 


Mr. ALexanper. Yes. Tam William A. Alexander and I would like 
to have my statement filed in the record and I concur with the remarks 
of Mr. Abercrombie. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


Iam William A. Alexander of Porterville, Calif., a registered civil engineer in 
the State of California, and chief engineer and manager of the Lower Tule River 
Irrigation District, appearing before you here today urging you to grant the 

sureau of the Budget’s request for $2,490,000 to commence construction on Suc- 
cess Dam on the Tule River, and appropriate $1 million to commence construc- 
tion of Terminus Dam on the Kaweah River. 

I am authorized to appear in support of construction money for these dams on 
behalf of the Terminus-Success Flood Control Dams Association, who among 
other organizations, has as its membership the following political subdivisions of 
the county of Tulare: 

1. City of Porterville and urban area, population 14,000. 

2. Porterville Irrigation District, 17,000 acres. 

3. Lower Tule River Irrigation District, 102,000 acres. 

4. Kaweah Delta Conservation District, 342,000 acres. 

5. City of Visalia, population 13,250, with urban area 25,000. 
6. County of Tulare. 

The above political subdivisions represent practically all of the agricultural 
land and urban population of the flood plains of the two rivers which must be 
controlled to protect lives and property. 

It has been 11 years and 4 major floods have occurred since these 2 dams were 
authorized and approved by Congress by Public Law 534, 78th Congress, 2d 
session. 

The most recent floods were in December of 1955 and January of 1956. These 
two floods, as estimated by competent county authorities, caused over $20 million 
in damage. This alone would have more than paid for one of the dams and 
gone a long way toward the construction of the other. The total estimated 
cost of Success and Terminus Dams is $29 million, of which approximately 
$860,000 has been expended to date in planning by the Army Engineers. We 
urgently request your approval of construction funds for both of these dams so 
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that construction may be started immediately. Needless loss of property, live- 
stock and damage to public and private fuctlities, including homes, roads, bridges 
and Government installations will then be prevented. 

Pxisting proof that this damage will be prevented by the construction of the 
dams is shown by the operation of Pine Flat Dam on the Kings River and 
Isabella Dam on the Kern River, which are the other 2 dams of this 4 stream 
Tulare Lake flood control group which were authorized by Congress in 1944 and 
have been completed. Their first test was in the December 1955, and January 
1956, floods. These dams controlled the rivers and no flooding occurred below 
the dams, thereby saving the Government and property owners million of dol 
lars. These dams as flood control structures are a sound Government invest- 
ment and will contribute to the national economy. 

As I live in the city of Porterville, and I am chief engineer and manager of 
the Lower Tule River Irrigation District comprising 102,000 acres lying on either 
side of the Tule River of which over 35,000 acres of fertile and productive farm- 
lands were flooded in December of 1955, I would like to confine the remainder of 
my remarks to the immediate need of Success Dam on the Tule River. 

The purpose of this project is to provide flood control protection for (1) the 
city of Porterville and surrounding urban area; (2) thousands of acres of rich 
agricultural lands along the Tule River and in Tulare Lake Basin; and (3) State 
and county roads and bridges. 

The city of Porterville is situated approximately 5 miles west and downstream 
from the proposed Success Dam site adjacent to the Tule River which flows 
along the south side of the city. Porter Slough is a branch of the Tule River 
which flows directly through the center of town. The city of Porterville and 
the urban areas surrounding the city have been repeatedly threatened by floods 
from high flows in the Tule River and Porter Slough. The channel of the Tule 
River prior to 1862 was located where the city of Porterville now is and the 
tendency is for the river in high flow to cut into the location of the old channel. 

The course of the Tule River upon leaving Porterville is in a westerly direction, 
and it divides into several channels traveling for a distance of approximately 
36 miles before it terminates in the Tulare Lake Basin. The river in its several 
channels throughout this 36-mile stretch flows through highly productive farm- 
land which has been subjected to periodic floodings during high stages of the 
river. This has caused untold damage to growing crops as well as damage to 
the land, making it necessary for rehabilitation after the flood to be able to farm 
the same again. 

Floodwaters from the Tule River reaching the Tulare Lake Basin have caused 
flood damage resulting in millions of dollars to rich agricultural land located 
in the basin. 

In addition to the above, there has been considerable damage to county roads 
and loss of bridges located along the Tule River. 

The property owners and residents of this area have been in need of this project 
for many years in order to protect their lands and property. The Army engineers 
completed their necessary preliminary surveys and made a report on the feasi- 
bility of this project, which was approved and authorized by Congress in 1944. 
The people at that time had hopes that the project would be built immediately 
and they would no longer be subject to devastating and damaging floods of this 
river. 

For the past 11 years repeated requests have been made to the Congress for 
funds to build this project. Local interests and farmers have expended large 
sums of money for levee work, headgates, and bank protection, in order to protect 
their property along the river. Farmers in the flood plain, together with the 
county, have cleaned the river channels and increased height of levees, which 
gives only temporary relief. Many thousands of dollars have been spent by indi- 
viduals trying to help themselves in protecting their property. Farmers in and 
‘around Tulare Lake Basin have spent millions of dollars in levee work and 
drainage systems to protect their property and farmlands. All of this work does 
not and cannot solve the flood problem along the river, and the only solution is a 
flood-control dam. 

Damaging floods on the Tule River occurring in recent vears were in 1938, 19438, 
1945, 1950, 1955, and 1956. 

The flood of 1950 caused a break in the levee just east of Porterville on the main 
river and also breached a secondary levee formed by the railroad-track embank- 
ment. Sandbagging and other emergency work, along with the river rapidly 
receding, saved the city of Porterville and urban area of approximately 14,000 
population from serious flooding and millions of dollars in damage to property. 
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This may occur at any time and cannot be controlled with any degree of safety 
unless Success Dam is in operation. 

The flood of December 1955 on the Tule River was not as large in peak flow 
as was the flood of 1950. The levee protecting the city of Porterville held, due 
to emergency work on the river during the flood and also due to the fact that the 
river did not reach as high a stage as it has in past floods. The damage to the 
agricultural lands beyond the city was much greater during the floods of 1955 
and 1956, due to the fact that there was a longer sustained high flow of the 
river. 

The property damage to land and crops in the recent floods of 1955 and 1956 
along the Tule River were extensive. Walnut and peach trees were uprooted, 
thousands of yards of sand and silt were deposited on orchards and other farm- 
lands. The reverse happened at other locations—land was eroded and valuable 
topsoil washed away. Several acres of land were lost, along with a well and 
pumping plant. Land having a value of $500 to $600 per acre was completely 
destroyed and is now a part of the river channel. 

The land less severely damaged, to be farmed again, must be releveled, the sand 
deposit removed where feasible, and the washes filled in. Also, soil amendments 
are required to bring back the productivity of the soil. 

All of this damage could have been prevented with Success Dam constructed. 
The dam would have prevented all damage and held a flood three times as great 
as the 1955 flood and two times as large as the 1950 flood. 

Success and Terminus Dams are economically justified for flood control. ‘The 
benefits exceed the cost and their construction is a sound investment by the Gov- 
ernment for the protection of the wealth and resources of the United States. 


Mr. AnercrompBre. The second gentleman I would like to introduce 
is Mr. Fred G. Sherrill, also a very able engineer who represents 
another area, affected by these two projects, that lies in Kings County, 
Calif. 

STATEMENT OF FRED G. SHERRILL 


Mr. Suerrity. I would like to introduce a statement and resolutions 


from the organizations which I have been asked to represent. 
(The statement and resolutions referred to follow:) 


My name is Fred G. Sherrill, business address 510 South Spring Street, Los 
Angeles, Calif. I am a director of the Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage Dis- 
trict, in which district our firm the J. G. Boswell Co., of which I am vice presi- 
dent, owns farmland. This company also owns farmland in the contiguous 
Corcoran Irrigation District. Both of these districts are in Kings County, 
Calif. For the record of the committee and its members I should like to sub- 
mit certified copies of resolutions of the Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage Dis- 
trict, the Corcoran Irrigation District and the J. G. Boswell Co., all having to do 
with flood control in California. 

I have been asked by both districts and the company to urge approval by your 
committee of the appropriation of sufficient funds to at least take care of the 
costs for the 12 months beginning July 1, 1956, of expeditious work on Success 
and Terminus Dams in California on the Tule and Kaweah Rivers, respectively. 
These two streams, uncontrolled, drain a portion of the Sierra Nevada Moun- 
tains on the east side of the San Joaquin Valley of California and empty onto 
the floor of the valley, running in part across it into the two districts afore- 
mentioned, causing en route overflowing and damage to human beings and prop- 
erty and finally settling in extraordinary instances in the old so-called Tulare 
Lake Basin. Presently there are under water in this area within the confines 
of the Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District approximately 7,500 acres 
of highly productive farmland. 

Following the authorization in the Flood Control Act of 1944, the Army 
engineers constructed in California a dam at Pine Flat on Kings River and 
Isabella on Kern River. These two structures and a dam at Terminus on the 
Kaweah and a dam at Success on the Tule were authorized at the same time. 
The latter two dams have not yet been constructed, through no fault of the 
Congress, but possibly delayed on account of local misunderstandings. For 
example, should overall adequacy have priority over substantial, if not com- 
plete, flood control? Or, should the determination of water rights have priority 
over flood centrel ? 
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As so often happens, necessity sets aside differences of opinion, and the 
Christmas and January floods of the past winter demonstrated quite clearly 
that flood control should have the very top priority. Supplemental means for 
added control and determination of who owns any conservation water arising 
out of the control works all can wait their turn. Inasmuch as the whole coun- 
tryside now seems united for flood control, we urge approval by the committee 
for funds to let these projects go forward. 


A RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF TULARE LAKE BASIN WATER 
STORAGE DISTRICT AT A REGULAR MEETING HELD ON JANUARY 5, 1956 


Whereas during the period from December 21 to December 31, 1955, the water 
sheds of the Kings River, Kaweah River, and Tule River were subjected to heavy 
high temperatured precipitation which melted the snow deposits on the lower ele- 
vations and caused the most severe runoff from the latter two named streams in 
the history of the San Joaquin Valley: and 

Whereas these floods inundated cities and smaller communities, washed out 
roads, bridges, canals, and ditches and created widespread disaster in the way of 
hazard to life and great property losses ; and 

Whereas the residue of these floods has gravitated toward the area embraced 
within the confines of this district and has flooded thousands of acres of farm- 
land and threatening thousands in addition ; and 

Whereas some time past, particularly in the Flood Control Act of 1936, the 
United States Government assumed responsibility for flood control in the United 
States and specifically directed the Army engineers to survey Kings River, Ka- 
weah River, Tule River and Kern River to determine the feasibility from an 
economic and engineering point of view of erecting flood-control works on each 
of the aforenamed streams, and directed further that the Corps of Engineers 
report its recommendations to the Congress of the United States as a result of 
these surveys; and 

Whereas the Army engineers performed this function, made reports on each 
stream and recommended the construction of flood-control works at Pine Flat, 
Terminus, Success, and Isabella for Kings River, Kaweah River, Tule River, and 
Kern River, respectively ; and 

Whereas in the Flood Control Act of 1944 the Congress of the United States 
authorized the construction of all four of these projects; and 

Whereas in subsequent years funds were appropriated for planning all four 
projects and the construction of the dams on Kings and Kern Rivers: and 

Whereas these latter two facilities are in operation, and while the precipita- 
tion which caused the flood aforementioned did not extend to the Kern River 
drainage area, it did cover the Kings River drainage area and the facility con- 
structed thereon at Pine Flat performed the function for which designed and to 
that extent, but to that extent only, has the Federal Government met the flood 
control responsibility which it voluntarily assumed, and from the other two 
streams widespread disaster and loss have been visited upon this State and that 
part of the San Joaquin Valley which is tributary to the area covered by this 
district; and 

Whereas it is felt that the storms aforementioned brought into question 
the adequacy of the works planned on Kaweah and Tule Rivers and make advis- 
able reconsideration for enlargement of the proposed facilities and the location 
of other flood-control facilities within the watershed or even on the floor of the 
valley itself to diminish the quantity of water oveflowingr into communities of 
the San Joaquin Valley and flowing into the area covered by this district, so 
that it may be handled without damage and threat to life and property: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this district hereby petitions the President of the United 
States to recommend to the Congress of the United States that the Federal 
yovernment move’'to meet the responsibility which it voluntarily assumed, and 
appropriate the necessary funds for the construction of the works for flood con- 
trol on Kaweah and Tule Rivers forthwith ; 

Resolved, further, That this district hereby petitions the President of the 
United States to recommend to the Congress of the United States further study 
as to the adequacy of the facilities already recommended, with the view of making 
this whole area reasonably secure against a repetition of the floods afore- 
described, this to include a study of the facility presently erected on the San 
Joaquin River, known as Friant Dam, for the reason that the overflow from 
this facility enn and does vbstruct the disposition of overflow water from the 
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Pine Flat Dam on the Kings River, all to the detriment to the area covered by 
this district; 

Resolved, further, That the Corps of Engineers of the United States Army 
is hereby requested to explore and determine the possibilities of constructing 
Storage basins on the floor of the San Joaquin Valley itself from presently 
available funds for this purpose, in order that the wild and vagrant water ris- 
ing out of this flood and similar floods may be channeled. into such basins and 
thus help to remove the threat of damage to the whole countryside; 

Resolved, further, That while this district has undetermined interests and 
rights in the Kaweah River, in the Tule River, and in the Kern River, it none- 
theless looks with disfavor upon disputes over water being used as an excuse 
or an alibi to avoid affording to people in the communities and the property 
therein the protection to which entitled and asks that flood protection to the 
community be provided without delay even before controversies as to water 
rights have been finally resolved; 

Resolved, further, That a copy of this resolution be sent to the President 
of the United States, to the Vice President of the United States, to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, to the chairman of the Interior and Insular 
Affairs of the United States Senate, to the chairman of the Interior and Insular 
Affairs of the House of Representatives, to United States Senator William F. 
Knowland, to United States Senator Thomas H. Kuchel, to each individual 
Member of the House of Representatives from the State of California, to the 
Secretary of. Defense, to the Chief of the United States Army Ingineers, to 
the United States division engineer office in San Francisco, and to the United 
States district engineer office in Sacramento, Calif. 

I, the undersigned, the duly appointed qualified and acting secretary of Tulare 
Lake Basin Water Storage District and of the board of directors thereof do 
hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of a resolution duly adopted at a 
reguiar meeting of the board of directors of said district on January 5, 1956, 
at which a majority of said board of directors were present and voting. 

In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of said 
district on this 15th day of March 1956. 

| SEAL] DAN HADSELL, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION 


Upon motion of Director Bessey, seconded by Director Hansen, the following 
resolution was unanimously adopted : 

“Whereas during the period from December 21 to December 31, 1955, the water- 
sheds of the Kings River, Kaweah River, and Tule River were subjected to heavy 
high temperatured precipitation which melted the snow deposits on the lower 
elevations and caused the most severe runoff from the latter two named streams 
in the history of the San Joaquin Valley; and 

“Whereas these floods inundated cities and smaller communities, washed out 
roads, bridges, canals, and ditches and created widespread disaster in the way 
of hazard to life and great property losses ; and 

“Whereas the residue of these floods has gravitated toward the area embraced 
within the confines of this district and has flooded thousands of acres of farmland 
and threatening thousands in addition; and 

“Whereas some time past, particularly in the Flood Control Act of 1936, the 
United States Government assumed responsibility for flood control in the United 
States and specifically directed the Army engineers to survey Kings River, Ka- 
weah River, Tule River, and Kern River to determine the feasibility from an 
economic and engineering point of view of erecting flood-control works on each of 
the aforenamed streams, and directed further that the Corps of Engineers report 
its recommendations to the Congress of the United States as a result of these 
surveys; and 

“Whereas the Army engineers performed this function, made reports on each 
stream and recommended the construction of flood-control works at Pine Flat. 
Terminus, Success, and Isabella for Kings River, Kaweah River, Tule River, and 
Kern River, respectively ; and 

“Whereas by the Flood Control Act of 1944 the Congress of the United States 
authorized the construction of all four of these projects; and 

“Whereas in subsequent years funds were appropriated for planning all four 
projects and the construction of the dams on Kings and Kern Rivers; and 
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“Whereas these latter two facilities are in operation, and while the precipi- 
tation which caused the flood aforementioned did not extend to the Kern River 
drainage area, it did cover the Kings River drainage and the facility constructed 
thereon at Pine Flat performed the function for which designed and to that ex- 
tent, but to that extent only, has the Federal Government met the flood-control 
responsibility which it voluntarily assumed, and from the other two streams wide- 
spread disaster and loss have been visited upon this State and that part of the 
San Joaquin Valley which is tributary to the area covered by this district ; and 

“Whereas it is felt that the storms aforementioned brought into question the 
adequacy of the works planned on Kaweah and Tule Rivers and make advisable 
reconsideration for enlargement of the proposed facilities and the location of 
other flood control facilities in the watershed or even in the floor of the valley 
itself to diminish the quantity of water overflowing into Communities of the San 
Joaquin Valley and flowing into the area covered by this district, so that it may 
be handled without damage and threat to life and property: Now, therefore, 
be it 

“Resolved, That this district hereby petitions the President of the United 
States to recommend to the Congress of the United States that the Federal Govy- 
ernment move to meet the responsibility which it volunarjly assumed, and appro- 
priate the necessary funds for the construction of the works for flood control 
on Kaweah and Tule Rivers forthwith ; 

“Resolved, further, That this district hereby petitions the President of the 
United States to recommend to the Congress of the United States further study 
as to the adequacy of the facilities already recommended, with the view of mak- 
ing this whole area reasonably secure against a repetition of the floods afore- 
described, this to include a study of the facility presently erected on the San 
Joaquin River, known as Friant Dam, for the reason that the overflow from this 
facility can and does obstruct the disposition of overflow water from the Pine 
Flat Dam on the Kings River, all to the detriment to the area covered by this 
district ; 

“Resolved, further, That the Corps of Engineers of the United States Army 
is hereby requested to explore and determine the possibilities of constructing 
storage basins in the floor of the San Joaquin Valley itself from presently avail- 
able funds for this purpose, in order that the wild and vagrant water rising 
out of this flood and similar floods may be channeled into such basins and thus 
help to remove the threat of damage to the whole countryside; 

“Resolved, further, That while this district has undetermined interests and 
rights in the Kaweah River, in the Tule River, it nonetheless looks with disfavor 
upon disputes over water being used as an excuse or an alibi to avoid affording 
of people in the communities and the property therein the protection to which 
entitled and asks that flood protection to the community be provided without 
delay even before controversies as to water rights have been finally resolved; 

“Resolwed, further, That a copy of this resolution be sent to the President of 
the United States, to the Vice President of the United States, to the Speaker of 
he House of Representatives, to the chairman of the Interior and Insular Affairs 
of the United States Senate, to the chairman of the Interior and Insular Affairs 
of the House of Representatives, to United States Senator William F. Knowland, 
to United States Senator Thomas H. Kuchel, to each individual Member of the 
House of Representatives from the State of California, to the Secretary of 
Defense, to the Chief of the United States Army Engineers, to the United States 
division engineer office in San Francisco, and to the United States district en- 
gineer office in Sacramento, Calif.” 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
County of Kings, 8s: 

I, S. S. Whitehead, secretary to the Board of Directors of Corcoran Irrigation 
District, hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution adopted by said board at a regular meeting of said board held on the 
13th day of March 1956, at which meeting a full board was present. 


S. S. WHITEHEAD, 
Secretary to Board of Directors, 
Corcoran Irrigation District. 


CERTIFIED Copy oF RESOLUTION 


I hereby certify the following to be a full, true and correct copy of a resolution 
vnanimously adopted by the board of directors of J. G. Boswell Co., a corpora- 
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tion, at a meeting legally held on the 6th day of January 1956, at which a quorum 
yas present and voted: 

“Whereas during the period from December 21 to December 31, 1955, the 
watersheds of the Kings River, Kaweah River, and Tule River were subjected 
to heavy high temperatured precipitation which melted the snow deposits on 
the lower elevations and caused the most severe runoff from the latter two named 
streams in the history of the San Joaquin Valley ; and 

“Whereas these floods inundated cities and smaller communities, washed out 
roads, bridges, canals and ditches and created widespread disaster in the way 
of hazard to life and great property losses; and 

“Whereas the residue of these floods has gravitated toward the area embraced 
within the confines of the Tulare Lake basin water storage district and the 
Corcoran irrigation district and within which has flooded farmland owned by 
this company and is threatening the flooding of additional acres; and 

“Whereas, some time past, particularly in the Flood Control Act of 1936, the 
United States Government assumed responsibility for flood control in the United 
States and specifically directed the Army engineers to survey Kings River, 
Kaweah River, Tule River and Kern River to determine the feasibility from an 
economic and engineering point of view of erecting flood control works on each 
of the aforenamed streams, and directed further that the Corps of Engineers 
report its recommendations to the Congress of the United States as a result of 
these surveys; and 

“Whereas the Army engineers performed this function, made reports on each 
stream and recommended the construction of flood control works at Pine Flat, 
Terminus, Success and Isabella for Kings River, Kaweah River, Tule River and 
Kern River, respectively ; and 

“Whereas in the Flood Control Act of 1944 the Congress of the United States 
authorized the construction of all four of these projects; and 

“Whereas in subsequent years funds were appropriated for planning all four 
projects and the construction of the dams on Kings and Kern Rivers; and 

“Whereas these latter two facilities are in operation, and while the precipita- 
tion which caused the flood uforementioned did not extend to the Kern River 
drainage area, it did cover the Kings River drainage and the facility constructed 
thereon at Pine Flat performed the function for which designed and to that 
extent, but to that extent only, has the Federal Government met the flood control 
responsibility which it voluntarily assumed, and from the other two streams 
widespread disaster and loss have been visited upon this State and that part 
of the San Joaquin Valley which is in the vicinity of the farmland and improve- 
ments owned by this company ; and 

“Whereas it is felt that the storms aforementioned brought into question the 
adequacy of the works planned on Kaweah and Tule Rivers and make advisable 
reconsideration for enlargement of the proposed facilities and the location of 
other flood-control facilities in the watershed or even in the floor of the valley 
itself to diminish the quantity of water overflowing into communities of the 
San Joaquin Valley, so that it may be handled without damage and threat to life 
and property : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this company hereby petitions the Congress of the United 
States that the Federal Government move to meet the responsibility which it 
voluntarily assumed, and appropriate the necessary funds for the construction 
of the works for flood control on Kaweah and Tule Rivers forthwith ; 

“Resolved further, That this company hereby petitions the Congress of the 
United States to authorize a further study as to the adequacy of the facilities 
already recommended, with the view of making the service area of the streams 
in question reasonably secure against a repetition of the floods aforedescribed, 
this to include a study of the facility presently erected on the San Joaquin River. 
known as Friant Dam, for the reason that the overflow from this facility can 
and does obstruct the disposition of overflow water from the Pine Flat Dam on 
the Kings River, all to the detriment to the area wherein are located the farm 
lands of this company : 

“Resolved further, That the Corps of Engineers of the United States Army is 
hereby requested to explore and determine the possibilities of constructing 
storage basins in the floor of the San Joaquin Valley itself from presently avail- 
able funds for this purpose, in order that the wild and vagrant water rising out 
of this flood and similar floods may be channeled into such basins and thus help 
to remove the threat of damage to the whole countryside ; 

“Resolved further, That while the districts, which within their confines are 
located farmlands of this company, have undetermined interests and rights in 
the Kaweah River. in the Tule River, and in the Kern River, it nonetheless 
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looks with disfavor upon disputes over water being used as an excuse or an 
alibi to avoid affording to people in the communities and the property therein 
the protection to which entitled and asks that flood protection to the community 
be provided without delay even before controversies as to water 
been finally resolved ; 

“Resolved further, That a copy of this resolution be sent to the chairman of 
the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the United States Senate, to the 
chairman of the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, to United States Senator William F. Knowland, to United States 
Senator Thomas H. Kuchel, to Congressman Harlan Hagen, and to Congressman 
Lb. F. Sisk.” 

Dated January 12, 1956. 


rights have 


Rea ROBINSON, 
Secretary of said J. G. Boswell Co., a Corporation. 


Mr. AsercromsBie. The third gentleman I would like to introduce 
is Mr. Raymond L, Williams, a farmer, who is president of Tule River 
Flood Control Association. 


STATEMENT OF RAYMOND L. WILLIAMS 


Mr. Wituiams. Gentlemen, I am Mr. Raymond L. Williams, of 
Porterville, and I am chairman of the board of directors of the Tule 
River Flood Control Association and I have my written testimony 
that I would like to present to you. 

Mr. Botanb. Do you live up or below the dam ? 

Mr. Witu1aMs. Below the dam, right square where the water breaks 
out and comes across me. I get it first. I will file this statement. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


I, Raymond L. Williams, as chairman of the board of directors of the Tule 
River Flood Control Assoc iation, which is a member of the Terminus-Success 
Flood Control Dams Association, urge the immediate construction of flood- 
control dams on the Tule and Kaweah Rivers. These dams are an absolute 
necessity to prevent a recurrence of the devastating floods which we have experi- 
enced the past several years. We have had six highly destructive floods since 
1929. The Christmas flood of 1955 caused untold devastation to property and 
highly developed farmland on the Tule and Kaweah Rivers. This damage was 
being repaired when we were hit by another flood on January 25, 1956, which 
udded greatly to our damage. 1 hope that the effort we are now putting forth to 
restore the property to usefulness will no the wasted. 

The farmers have banded together as a unit. The property owners have taken 
it upon themselves to assist each other in securing adequate protection for all. 
The farmers who also have property outside the damaged area will be able to 
make a quicker recovery, but those whose lands were entirely flooded are finding 
it hard to repair their land and property due to the lack of necessary funds. 
All the farmers are giving us their wholehearted moral support and whatever 
else they are able to give. 

In the past several years the areas below the proposd Success Dam on the 
Tule River and the Terminus Dam on the Kaweah River, have been very highly 
developed into some of the finest farmland in the United States, by farmers who 
saw possibilities in the fertile soil. They have invested years and large sums 
of money into this land. Without adequate flood-control dams, they are faced 
with the loss of their property, also with the threat of constant danger to them- 
selves and their families. 

So I am speaking for the thousands of individuals who have usked me to 
represent them, that you, the Congress of the United States, make the necessary 
funds available for the immediate construction of the proposed dams, the 
Terminus Dam on the Kaweah River, and the Success Dam on the Tule River. 


Mr. ApercroMBiez. I might say I have had three basements full of 
water myself and it is getting monotonous. 

The final gentleman 1 have with me is Mr. Ira J. Chrisman, also a 
farmer, but he is also a member of the Visalia City Council and presi- 
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dent of the Terminus Success Flood Control Dams Association, and 
also a director of the League of California Cities, and I believe he 
would like to offer a resolution from that group generally. 


STATEMENT OF IRA J, CHRISMAN 


Mr. Curisman. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Ira J. Chrisman. I would like to file with you my own 
person: al statement and as the official representative of the League 
of California Cities I would lke, with your permission, to file a reso- 
lution that the league itself has requested me to file on this occasion, 
together with a letter of authorization. 

Mr. Botanpn. Yes. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


My name is Ira J. Chrisman. I reside at Visalia, Calif. 

Under the provisions of the Flood Control Act of 1944, construction was au- 
thorized on four flood-control dams which, it was anticipated, would give flood 
protection to vast areas within the counties of Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern. 
Such dams were to be constructed on the Kings River, the Kaweah River, the Tule 
River, and the Kern River. As a result of thorough and exhaustive studies 
and surveys undertaken and conducted over an extended period of years by the 
Corps of Engineers, United States Army, sites for the proposed flood-control 
dams were selected at Pine Flat on the Kings River, Terminus on the Kaweah 
River, Success on the Tule River, and Isabella on the Kern River. 

Since the initial authorization of these projects in 1944, Pine Flat Dam on 
the Kings River and Isabella Dam on the Kern River have been completed and are 
providing effective and adequate flood protection for the rural and urban areas 
below these dams. 

Two of the authorized flood-control projects, Terminus Dam on the Kaweah 
River, and Success Dam on the Tule River have not been constructed nor have 
construction funds been appropriated by Congress at this time even though said 
dams were authorized some 12 years ago. The Corps of Engineers, United States 
Army, informs us that planning on both the Terminus and Success Dams is 
virtually completed and that construction can be started immediately on both 
dams. 

Since the initial authorization of these dams, vast areas in Tulare and Kings 
Counties have suffered costly flood damage on four occasions. Devastating floods 
have been visited upon rich agricultural lands and upon urgan areas in 1945, 
1950, 1955, and again in 1956. 

In the devastating floods of December 1955, particularly extensive damage 
was suffered to highly valuable farmlands in Tulare County and to real and 
personal property in the cities of Visalia, Farmersville, and Woodlake. Rich 
agricultural lands in the Tulare Lake Basin were also inundated with losses 
running into the thousands of dollars. Damage in this flood to roads, bridges, 
public installations, homes, and farming lands has been conservatively estimated 
to exceed $25 million. In Visalia alone, a city of approximately 14,000 people, 
losses in damage to homes, streets, and public installations have been estimated 
to exceed $4 million, with additional losses in business income running into the 
hundreds of thousand of dollars during the period of the flood and in the period 
required to dig out from under the effects of the flood. It is estimated that 
approximately SO percent of the city of Viselia was under water in depths 
running from 6 inches to 4 and even 5 feet. Comparable damage was suffered to 
the city of Farmersville and to thickly populated areas in and around the city 
of Woodlake. 

Again in January of 1956, the city of Visalia suffered additional damage as 
the result of floodwaters inundating portions of the business and residential 
areas of the city for 5 days. 

Out of the extensive damage that our counties and cities have suffered over 
a long period of years due to floods, certain salient facts are quite apparent. 
Tulare County, one of the righest agricultural counties in the Nation, a county 
that has held its position within the first four counties of the country in the 
value of its agricultural products for over 25 years can ill afford to continue 
to suffer devastating damage to its rich and valuable farmlands. Had the flood- 
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control dams as authorized in 1944 been built, damages to real and personal 
property within our cities and counties running into millions of dollars could 
have been avoided. The damages suffered by the many totally unnecessary floods 
during these years would have more than paid for the authorized flood-control 
projects. 

Kings River, under flood conditions, is a violently turbulant river and in the 
absence of a flood-control dam during the 1955 floods would have wreaked in- 
estimable damage to farmlands and cities. The Pine Flat Dam on the Kings 
River successfully held back the floodwaters and no damage was suffered as 
the result. In fact, during the period of high water, Kings River below the 
site of the Pine Flat Dam appeared to be a placid, country stream. A com 
parable analogy can likewise be drawn with regard to the Kern River below 
the site of the Isabella Dam. Certainly no more eloquent argument supporting 
the immediate construction of dams at Terminus and Success could be made 
than the manner in which control dams on the Kings and Kern Rivers functioned 
during the floods of December 1955. 

As a result of the December 1955 floods, the people of the county of Tulare 
and the people of the urban areas of Visalia, Woodlake, Exeter, Tulare, and 
Porterville became united in their insistence that the authorized flood-control 
dams at Terminus on the Kaweah River and at Success on the Tule River be 
built without further delay. After suffering extensive damage over a long 
period of years it has become uncomfortably apparent that no matter how deep 
we dig our rivers, streams, creeks, and our channels, no matter how high we 
build our levees and banks, our efforts are indeed in vain. The only measure of 
flood protection we can have is through the immediate construction of the 
Terminus and Success flood-control dams. 

In January of 1955 there was organized the Terminus-Success Flood Control 
Dams Association to insure the earliest possible construction and completion of 
the authorized flood-control dams at Terminus on the Kaweah River and at 
Success on the Tule River, in the county of Tulare, State of California, in order 
to avoid further disaster to the peoples living in the areas flooded by both 
rivers. I am president of the association and am appearing here in its behalf. 
It is composed of accredited representatives from the following political sub- 
divisions, organizations, and groups that are unanimous in their unqualified 
support of the purposes of said association : 

The county of Tulare 

The city of Visalia 

The city of Porterville 

The city of Woodlake 

The city of Tulare 

The city of Exeter 

The city of Farmersville 

The Tulare County Farm Bureau 

The Tulare County Grange 

The Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District 
The St. Johns River Association 

The Kaweah River Association 

The Lower Tule River Irrigation District 
The Porterville Irrigation District 

The Tule River Flood Control Association 
The Tulare Irrigation District 

The Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District 
The Tulare County Tax Payers Association 
The Tulare County Chamber of Commerce 
The Visalia Chamber of Commerce 

The Tulare Chamber of Commerce 

The Exeter Chamber of Commerce 

The Woodlake Chamber of Commerce 

The Three Rivers Chamber of Commerce 

The majority of service clubs, lodges, fraternal organizations, and other groups 
have joined with the association in its efforts to bring about the construction of 
the dams in question. 

The people of our entire area are overwhelmingly united in their insistence 
that these flood-control dams be constructed and completed at the earliest pos- 
sible moment. It is not considered that there is substantial or meritorious 
opposition to such construction. 
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LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES, 
Berkeley, Calif., March 21, 1956. 
Hon, Ira J. CHRISMAN, 
City Councilman, 
City Hall, Visalia, Calif. 

Dear Mr. CHRISMAN: As a member of the board of directors of the league, and 
because you are planning personally to attend congressional hearings relating 
to flood-control projects, I should like to request that you be the official repre- 
sentative of this organization in presenting to the appropriate committees of 
Congress, including the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee and the Subcom- 
mittee on Appropriations of the House, the position of the league in regard to 
flood-control projects and appropriations. 

You are familiar with the thorough study given these matters by the board 
of directors, and we hope that it will be possible for you to make as a part of the 
record of the congressional hearings the resolution on flood-control matters 
unanimously adopted by the board at its meeting on January 19-20, 1956. 

Sincerely yours, 
O. W. CAMPBELL, President. 


RESOLUTION RE FEDERAL FLOOD-CONTROL APPROPRIATIONS 


Whereas the Congress of the United States, in the Flood Control Act of 
1936, recognized and assumed its responsibility for flood control in areas within 
the State of California, and specifically directed the Corps of Engineers of the 
United States Army to investigate and survey such areas to determine the 
feasibility of erecting flood-control works therein; and 

Whereas the Corps of Engineers made such investigations and reported its 
findings (Flood Control Document No. 1, 78th Cong., 2d sess.), and pursuant to 
hearings held in connection therewith, the Congress of the United States did 
adopt the Flood Control Act of 1944, which act specifically authorized the con- 
struction of numerous flood-control projects, including those at Pine Flat Dam 
on the Kings River, at Terminus on the Kaweah River, Success on the Tule River, 
and at Isabella Dam on the Kern River ; and 

Whereas the Congress of the United States has, since the adoption of the 
Flood Control Act of 1944, proceeded with the construction of many of the 
flood-control works therein authorized, many of which are now completed and 
in full operation, but construction has not yet been commenced on others, such 
as the Success Dam on the Tule River or the Terminus Dam on the Kaweah 
River ; and 

Whereas the preliminary surveys and planning of these projects have already 
been commenced, and appropriations therefor have been expended by the Corps 
of Engineers and such planning is already well advanced ; and 

Whereas during the years elapsing since these needed flood-control projects 
were authorized and during which construction has not yet been commenced, 
disastrous floods have been suffered in these areas at a cost of many millions 
of dollars and with great danger to life and irreparable destruction of property ; 
and 

Whereas the 1955 floods in California have been of such disastrous and appalling 
proportions that there appears to be little doubt that the damage from said 
floods alone will far exceed the cost of the construction of needed reservoirs, as 
estimated by the Corps of Engineers : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the board of directors of the League of California Cities hereby 
petitions the President of the United States to recommend to the Congress of 
the United States, and the Congress of the United States is hereby petitioned, 
that it carry out the responsibility voluntarily assumed by the United States and 
appropriate the funds necessary to permit the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers to construct adequate flood control works on authorized projects in 
California which have been approved by the State of California; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to the President of the United 
States; to the Vice President of the United States; to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives; to the chairman of the Deficiencies and Army Civil Function 
Subcommittee of the Appropriations Committee of the House of Representatives ; 
to the chairman of the Subcommittee on Deficiencies and Army Civil Functions 
of the Senate Appropriations Committee; to United States Senator William F. 
Knowland ; United States Senator Thomas H. Kuchel; to each individual] Member 
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of the House of Representatives from the State of California; to the Secretary 
of Defense; to the Chief of the Corps of Engineers, United States Army; to the 
United States Corps of Engineers, division engineer’s office at San Francisco; 
and the United States Corps of Engineers, district engineer's office at Sacramento, 
Calif. 

Attest : 

RICHARD CARPENTER, 
Evecutive Director and General Counsel. 

BERKELEY, CALIF., January 20, 1956. 

Mr. Asercrompie. If the committee has no further questions, I 
thank you for your attention. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a statement at 
this time, out of order, so to speak. Drew Pearson charged in his 
column that Congressman Ben Jensen, of Lowa, and one or two Con- 
gressman from California were responsible for those terrible devastat- 
ing floods that occurred in California last December. Maybe some of 
you folks waste your time in re¢ nan his column. I want to say right 
now for the record that it is a bare-faced lie; that the record will show 
that Congressman Ben Jensen, of Iowa, has supported every flood 
control appropriation bill recommended by the committee in charge 
that has come to the floor of House for California ever since I have 
been a Member of Congress. This is my 18th year. 

I am not often disturbed by what Drew Pearson says about me. 
He has lied about me many times but when he accuses me of being re- 
sponsible for people drowning and then when I receive letters from 
people in California, while only. two in number, calling me everything 
they could lay their tongues, and then not signing those letters, accus- 
ing me of being responsible for the lives of people, I feel L am com- 
pletely justified in making this statement which | am now making 
and saying that what Drew Pearson charges against me is a bare- faced 
lie if one was ever uttered. 

I have been a member of the Subcommittee on Appropriations which 
appropriated those great sums of money for the Central Valley 
project for the past 14 years. The record will show that. When I 
was chairman of the Interior Committee great sums were appropriated 
for the Central Valley project for dams, for irrigation, reclamation, 
hydroelectric power, and so forth. 

It a not give me much pleasure to say these things about any 
person. I do not enjoy it, but I cannot sit idly by and have the m: ny 
= friends and my own relatives in California believe that I am the 

scal Drew Pearson would like to have them believe. 

“Pt esident Roosevelt called Pearson some kind of a_ revolving 
liar. Also you remember what President Truman called him and all 
of us have heard him called a lot worse things than that. What I am 
trying to do here is to give the people of California the truth so 
they will not think that Congressman Ben Jensen is the kind of a 
guy this bird Drew Pearson would like to have them believe he is. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Hitz. If you do not mind, I would like to comment that we do 
have some informed people in California, but those that know any- 
thing about water matters know that Congressm: an Jensen has been 
one of our best friends. I remember Ed “Hy att’s mentioning Con- 
gressman Jensen at Eureka last winter when the Civil Functions 
Subcommittee was on a trip. 
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Congressman Jensen was also mentioned by Mr. Engel at a meeting. 

Mr. Botanp. And he is a pretty good authority on water resources 
himself. 

Mr. Hiru. Yes, and he was very complimentary to Congressman 
Jensen: and I also remembered some other articles that were written 
about the floods in California and could not find anything that was 
true by this same gentleman to whom you referred. 

Well, we certainly appreciate your comments and help. 

Mr. Jensen. I thank you. 

Mr. Lopr. Mr. Chairman, as a member of the Reclamation Board, 
perhaps I have been back here more often than some of the other 
gentlemen because when I was first appointed on reclamation projects 
I was the first to appear for funds. 

I simply want to concur and substantiate the remarks that my friend, 
Mr. Hill, has made in support of the consideration we have gotten 
from these committees in Washington and I recall Mr. Jensen’s 
sitting on these committees on which I happened to appear previously 
and I sincerely want to extend to him the feeling that those of us 
that do know anything insofar as the water problems are concerned 
do not give much consideration to what Mr. Pearson has to say as to 
who was the cause of it or who may not be the cause of it. 

We do have a lot of people that do not do much thinking. Those 
of us who are really sincere in our water problem back there have the 
fondest feeling for you gentlemen in the committee who listen to 
these appeals which we make and we certainly want you to feel that 
we offer them in sincerity and we also respond with a feeling of 
confidence when we have been given the opportunity to sit here and 
present to you our side of the story and we feel that we have been 
given a conscientious reception. 

Mr. Botanp. We appreciate your statement. 

Mr. Asercromete. I take it those letters were not from our district. 
We have our share of crackpots, but I do not think they are that bad. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, if they signed the letters I would have had some 
recourse by telling them the truth. 

Mr. Huw. I would now like Mr. Ely to say a few words. 


STATEMENT OF NORTHCUTT ELY 


Mr. Evy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Northeutt Ely. 

I should like to say that for more than 15 years I have appeared 
before your committee and particularly before Mr. Jensen for appro- 
priations for the Central Valley project. Mr. Jensen has been a 
member of that project longer than any of you with whom I am 
acquainted and I can support what Mr. Hill has said about the in- 
valuable leadership which Mr. Jensen has shown in support of the 
Central Valley project during all of that time. 

Mr. Hirx. Our next speaker is Mr. H. E. Hedger, chief engineer, 
Los Angeles County Flood Control District. 


STATEMENT OF H. E. HEDGER 


Mr. Hepeer. My name is Harold Hedger, chief of the Los Angeles 
County Flood Control District, and I have been directed by the Los 
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Angeles County Board of Supervisors to report flood-control needs 
of our district for fiscal year 1957 to your committee. 

The storms that you have been hearing about in northern Cali- 
fornia did not reach southern California at the same time but did 
arrive a month later. We sympathize heartily with the damage that 
took place in the northern part of the State, and we support their 
appeals just as though it happened in our area. We did have from 
6 to 9 inches of rain in Los Angeles County in 11 day’s time by the 
end of January, and as the pictures at the end of my statement will 
show, ¢ and there was an awful lot of flooding and considerable dam: ge 
in some areas. 

The Ford Motor Co. suffered some $4 million damage in a period of 
minutes as a result of the flood of January 25. In some other areas, 
we also suffered damage but fortunately no ‘ive es were lost. The lessons 
resulting from this storm were severalfold. 

The main river channels, particularly of the Los Angeles River, 
were shown to be in dire need of completion. There are two or three 
gaps in the completed section of the Los Angeles River and a good 
deal of damage was suffered and more was threatened because ‘they 
had not been completed. That is one of the first lessons learned from 
our January storm, that it is essential that we get the main stems of 
the flood-control system there completed at once. 

Another lesson that was learned is that in an area where no flood- 
control work has yet been undertaken, the growth of the county has 
proceeded to the point that we were right on the edge of a disaster with 
the January 25 rains. It was so close to disaster that our people are 
united in recognition of the need for getting these improvements com- 
pleted at once. 

It also showed our flood-control district that there is an enormous 
amount of supplemental flood-control work that must be done by the 
district itself without Federal help to make the flood-control system 
in Los Angeles County as perfect as it should be to prevent further 
loss of life and damage in the future. 

The program that the State has outlined to you calls for roughly 
$23 million of needed appropriations in Los Angeles County. I have 
with me some relief maps that show in color the locations of the units 
of this project that may be of help to you. If completed, they will 
equal the total amount of $23 million included by the State for the 
Los Angeles County project. They will also show a $3 million item 
needed ‘along the easterly side of the county line on San Antonio 
Channel. 

Since the map delineates the location, it is unnecessary for me to go 
into further detail, I think, as to where the money is needed. I will 
say that the budgeted amount will take care of about two-thirds of 
the needs as we see them locally. 

In my statement, there is a list containing some 24 items of work 
in the Los Angeles County drainage area and the budget before you 
will provide for about 16 of those. 

For several years, our district has been insisting when meeting with 
you gentlemen in asking for an annual appropriation of $20 million, 
which is essential to get this job finished within a reasonable period 
of time. Mr. Davis has heard this statement m: any times before from 
us. We were told by the committee several years ago that it recog- 
nized the need for getting the project done. 
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Unless the appropriations are on the order of $20 million a year, 
it is going to take forever to finish the program at the former rate 
of $5 million a year. It would take 40 years to complete this project 
because there is yet about $190 million worth of work to be done. 

The committee at that time advised us that the work was going 
slowly because the engineers were unable to get the plans and speci- 
fications out. We have worked with the Corps of Engineers since 
that time and now believe they have come to the point where we think 
they can get the plans and specifications out and handle a full $20 
million worth of work a year. At least, we believe that will be true 
for next year. 

Mr. Hiestand, of California, has told me that the maximum amount 
the Corps of Engineers advises it could handle in fiseal 1957 would 
be $18 million, whic h is $2 million more than the budgeted amount. 
We are very, very hopeful that you gentlemen will see fit to give the 
corps the maximum amount that it can expend because the » project 
has been so delayed that we face one of the greatest flood disasters 
possible, we believe, in Los Angeles County when compared with any 
other part of the United St: ites. We must face up to that possibility 
until the work is prosecuted and finished at the earliest possible date. 

That is our plea—that you give the corps all of the money that it 

can profitably expend for 1 57 in the Los Angeles district which we 
understand is an additional $2 million. 

We close our appeal with the hope that you can do that and, at the 
same time, we wish to assure you that Los Angeles County is going 
forward with its rates of expenditure in like proportions. Our pro- 
gram calls for a $30 million ane for flood control from our 
tax revenues and an additional $24 million from bond-issue funds 
heretofore voted, so our expenditures i in 1957 will be far greater than 
anything we are asking from the Federal Government. 

(The formal statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF H. E. Hepaer, Curer ENGINEER, Los ANGELES CoUNTY FLoopD 
CONTROL DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is H. E. Hedger and, as chief engineer 
of the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, I have been directed by the 
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors to report flood-control needs of our 
district for fiscal 1957 to your committee. 

In previous appearances before this committee, I have reviewed the special 
eonditions in Los Angeles County which, despite our normally arid climate, can 
combine to create critical flood hazards for our citizens. It does not seem 
necessary to dwell on these conditions at length, but I should like to preface my 
remarks with a brief comment on their more salient aspects. 

The crux of our problem in Los Angeles County lies in the peculiar and some- 
what unique topographic and climatic features of the region. The metropolitan 
area occupies a relatively flat plain averaging less than 25 miles in width and 
this plain is backed by a range of mountains which average 20 miles in width 
and rise to an elevation of 10,000 feet. During most of the year there is little 
or no rainfall and the flood hazard is not appreciable. 

However, during our winter season heavy rainstorms blow in from the 
2acific Ocean and discharge large amounts of precipitation on the mountains 
and coastal plain. When this drenching occurs, a deluge of water and debris 
pours down from the mountain range and sweeps onto this relatively short and 
heavily populated coastal basin. The result has too often been a tragic toll 
of lives and millions of dollars of property damage. 
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On January 25 and 26 of this year Los Angeles County experienced a torrent ial 
rainstorm which deposited over 9 inches at our international airport. This 
storm afforded us an opportunity to evaluate the effectiveness of a combined 
Federal and county expenditure of approximately $350 million for flood pre 
vention during the past 20 years. It is a pleasure to report that in those areas 
where adequate flood-control works have been constructed there was no loss 
of life and virtually no damage, in fact residents were subjected to a minimum 
of inconvenience. 

However, in areas such as the Walnut Creek system where work has yet to be 
undertaken, a major disaster Was hurrowly averted. In view of the unprece- 
dented construction of private dwellings and industrial establishments in close 
proximity to the unprotected channels of this system, the storm brought into 
sharper focus the urgency of completing these works without further delay. 

In examining the lessons of this recent storm, two important points seem to 
particularly stand out. First of all, the completion of the Los Angeles County 
drainage area project must be speeded up if the ever-present danger of a major 
disaster is to be eliminated. It has long been our contention that an annual 
Federal appropriation of not less than $20 million is an absolute requirement if 
the program is to keep pace with the rapidly expanding importance of Los 
Angeles County as a manufacturing, transportation, and defense center. In con- 
sidering these recommendations, it should be borne in mind that the citizens of 
our county have displayed an exemplary willingness to underwrite a large 
portion of the costs attendant to the development of a full-scale program of 
flood protection. The allocation of large sums by the people in direct bond 
elections and by their local governmental representatives attest to their desire 
to pay their fair share of the program. 

Secondly, the storm accentuated the need for permitting greater flexibility on 
the part of the Corps of Engineers in coping with the constantly changing 
situation in Los Angeles County. It is felt that once an appropriation has been 
granted for the Los Angeles County drainage area project, the Corps of 
Engineers should enjoy greater latitude in making minor adjustments in the 
priority scheduling of the local program, The burgeoning population in southern 
California plus the vast industrial growth emphasize the need for this greater 
flexibility. 

The State water resources board in presenting its description of the statewide 
flood-control requirements for fiscal 1957 has listed these items of immediate 
concern to Los Angeles County which require the following appropriations : 


Los Angeles County drainage area project... ............-~------ _ $23, 356, 500 
San Antonio project__.---------------------------------------- 3, 000, 000 


It is a source of great satisfaction to us, as it must be to committee members, 
to note the absence of the Whittier Narrows project this year. We are very 
grateful that it has been completed and that increased protection has now been 
afforded those residents lying south of this vital work. 

The State’s recommendation for the Los Angeles County drainage area project 
is based upon the urgent necessity for the construction of the following parts 
of this project: 


Continuing contracts to be completed : 
1. Los Angeles River, upper, pt. 7, stage 2, Reseda Blvd. to 


eo) ee } ; ; ee 2, 175, 600 
29 Los Angeles River, P.E.R.R. bridge (Cerritos trestle) and 

adjacent channel : rer paeuaes Sao 1, 115, 200 
2 Tos Angeles River, Atlantic Ave. to Compton Bivilsi<nc. 2, OOS, SOO 
4. Los Angeles River, repairs to soft bottom, Blimp Ave. to 

Dayton Ave ; ‘ 76, 900 
>. Rio Hondo, Rosemead Bivd. to Valley Bivd aoe . 2,161, 500 
6. Arcadia Wash., Huntington Pl. to Lima St. lateral and 

Lima St. lateral J 2 380, 300 
7. Sawtelle-Westwood system, Charnock Rd. to National Blvd 1, 265, 500 
8. Eaton Wash, Encinita Ave. to Huntington PR ditt 1, 209, 400 


Subtotal__-_~-- deta Pe cdids 2, 393, 200 
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Continuing contracts to be awarded: 


9. Los Angeles River, Corbin Ave. to Owensmouth Ave____--__ 571, 000 
10. Los Angeles River, Dominguez St. to Long Beach Blvd____~- 624, 500 
Los Angeles River, Long Beach Blvd. to Artesia St__-._____~_ 252, 700 
Los Angeles River, Artesia St. to Atlantic Blvd___________~_ 311, 000 
11. Burbank-Western, Burbank Blvd. to Scott Rd_____-______~_ 247, 300 
12. Rio Hondo, Valley Blvd. to lower Azusa Rd___~-_--_-----__- 255, 000 
13. Arcadia Wash, East Branch and Baldwin Ave. lateral____ ; 766, 200 
14. Centinela Creek, Ballona Creek to Jefferson Blvd____ ~~ -- ~~ 437, 200 

15. Los Angeles River, repairs to soft bottom, Soto St. to station 
$6600. cui pttde Dib beh hye ee 1, 648, 000 

Los Angeles River, repairs to soft bottom station 938 00 to 
Atlantic Ave_______- aan ih peh eee de 1, 659, 000 

16. Los Angeles River, repairs to soft bottom Stewart and Gray 
pee ie Wrberanes Ae oo ee 2, 251, 800 

8. Eaton Wash, Huntington Dr. to Eaton Dam, ine luding (17.) 
Sierra Madre Villa Channel and debris basin----____-___~_ 329, 900 
18. Rubio diversion channel___- ie Pic tae ba tihitea chads 350, 800 
19. Walnut Creek Inlet, San Gabr iel River to Baldwi in Park Blvd_ 752, 400 
20. Sawtelle-Westwood, National Blvd. to Pico Blvd_________-~_ 506, 500 
Subtotal_ tet s Ie Bae tires ee Oe Re TES 10, 963, 300 
Total, Los Angeles County drainage area project________~ 23, 356, 500 


The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors has adopted these recommenda- 
tions as the official program of flood-control requirements in the county. We are 
indeed grateful that a large share of this program has been included in the 
President’s budget for fiscal 1957. 

However, it is a matter of considerable regret that several vital units of 
this project have been omitted by the administration in its recommendations. 
For example, no funds have been allocated for the continued improvement of 
the Los Angeles River in the area upstream from Corbin Avenue. The phenom- 
enal growth of the San Fernando Valley is a matter of national comment, and it 
is the western portion of this expanding area which is dependent upon the upper 
Los Angeles River and its tributaries for proper drainage. The safety of thou- 
sands of new residents urgently counsels the completion of this section of the 
Los Angeles River improvement, and it is recommended that further considera- 
tion be given to providing funds for this important work. 

Equally disappointing is the absence of funds for the continued improvement 
of the upper Rio Hondo River in the populous San Gabriel Valley, for continu- 
ation of the Rubio diversion channel and the protection it will afford residents 
of Pasadena and environs and for Sierra Madre Villa on the Eaton Wash sys- 
tem. Further regret is felt because no provision has been made for work on 
either Centinela Channel or the Sawtelle-Westwood Channel, channels sur- 
rounded by family dwellings in great number as well as by a sizable group of 
manufacturing and defense installations. Each of these works is of extreme 
importance to the safety and well-being of our citizens, and it is requested that 
funds be included to assure their progress. 

In advising that additional sums be made available for these vital improve- 
ments, it is necessary to consider the ability of the local office of the Corps 
of Engineers to perform the requisite engineering work preliminary to actual 
construction. Conferences have been held with the district engineer on this 
subject, and we believe that these functions can be adequately performed by the 
Corps of Engineers without creating undue hardship or burdening their staff 
with an excessive workload. 

The January storm in southern Cailfornia accentuated the need for the full 
development of a satisfactory secondary system to permit greater utilization of 
the flood-control works which are being provided by the Corps of Engineers 
and the flood-control district. In 1952 our citizens approved a $179 million bond 
issue designed to provide 140 storm drains throughout Los Angeles County and, 
while progress is being made on this program, many of these drains cannot be 
constructed until Federal projects into which they discharge surface storm 

waters are built. The district has allocated $24 million for storm drain con- 
struction in 1956-57 which may give some indication of the impetus under which 
this program is currently operating. 
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In addition, the district’s budget includes $8,189,150 for acqusition of rights-of- 
way and highway bridge construction in connection with the Federal program. 
It is felt that this figure graphically illustrates the extensive contribution being 
made by the people of Los Angeles County to the Federal syetem. 

{In surveying the progress of the flood-control program in Los Angeles County, 
several critical areas require prompt action. ‘The unparalleled population and 
industrial development of the areas lying near the Los Angeles River highlight 
the need for completing the remainder of the improvements as soon as practicable. 

To the east of the San Gabriel River the mushrooming region adjacent to the 
Walnut Wash system accentuates the increasing urgency of commencing and 
expediting the improvement of this system. Particular attention should be 
devoted to the early completion of the Big Dalton and San Dimas diversion 
channels, both of which are integral parts of the Walnut Wash improvement. 

A serious fire late last year in the La Tuna Canyon of the Verdugo Mountains 
once again verified our long-felt conviction that the Burbank-Western improve- 
ment should be commenced without further delay. The flood-control district 
expended $100,000 in constructing a temporary debris basin as an emergency 
measure, but full flood protection can only be attained by the completion of the 
overdue Burbank-Western improvement. 

It is also hoped that funds will soon be available for early construction of the 
Centinela and Sawtelle-Westwood tributaries of Ballona Creek and for dredging 
operations in that creek. Growth in the areas near these channels has now 
virtually reached its maximum point and an adequate safety factor has become 
increasingly important. 

Similarly pressing is the need for completion of the improvements in the 
Eaton and Arcadia Channels. The San Gabriel Valley has been characterized 
by intensive residential development in the past few years and the thousands 
of new homeowners adjacent to those channels will stand in constant jeopardy 
from floodwaters until these two systems are completed. 

The citizens of Los Angeles County are grateful for the interest and sympa- 
thetic understanding displayed by this committee in considering their complex 
problems of flood control, and we appreciate this opportunity to again outline 
our requirements for the next fiscal year. 


STATEMENT OF M. A. NICHOLS 


Mr. Hitt. Our next witness is Mr. M. A. Nichols, county engineer 
of San Bernardino County. 

Mr. Nicnors. You have before you, gentlemen, two projects, one 
of which is the Devil Canyon project and the Twin Creek project 
which are on the upper reaches of the city of San Bernardino and 
lying right beneath a 10-mile burn. This project was approved last 
year for funds in the amount of $1,250,000 allocated for the Lytle 
Creek levee, the Devil Canyon project. That has now gone under con- 
tract with the Corps of Engineers, and the people are very happy 
about that particular phase of it and feel that the Federal Govern- 
ment will recognize and continue this project. 

We have requested $2 million for the continuation of that par- 
ticular project. 

Lying between these two projects in the city of San Bernardino or 
in the vicinity of the city, the county has gone ahead with a bond issue 
which will amount to over $3 million and has a normal budget in the 
flood-control district of over $2.5 million. I think the people are 
showing their desires to carry out as much as is humanly possible 
within their particular phase of financing. 

We also have the San Antonio Dam project which was recognized 
some years ago and which has been under construction for a period 
of years and which is of interest to Los Angeles County and San Ber- 
nardino County. It is hoped that the appropriations will be con- 
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tinued for that project in order that a suitable completion will be 
arr Ags at in the near future. 

I do not wish to take up a lot of your time and will file my state- 
ment for the record. I do feel that the burn—over the city of San Ber- 
nardino—which amounted to 10 miles is one which this past winter 
rains have just put it on the verge of coming down in the neighbor- 
hood of 50,000 to 55,000 cubic yards of material per square mile. 
Luckily, the rains did not go a sufficient length of time to actually 
start to move the material. The Forest Service and our district have 
inspected the hillside and they are right on the verge of moving 
if we have further rains, so we do hope that the construction will 
continue, 

I wish to thank you for the opportunity of appearing. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


Devi, CREEK DIVERSION, EAST TWIN CREEK CHANNEL, WARM CREEK CHANNEL 
AND LYTLE CREEK LEVEE UNITS OF THE SANTA ANA RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, 
CALIFORNIA PROJECT 


The board of supervisors of the San Bernardino County Flood Control Dis- 
trict hereby express the appreciation of the people of the county for the fine 
interest and accomplishme nts made by the various committees as regards the 
Devil Creek, East Twin Creek, Warm Creek, and Lytle Creek units of the project 
known as Santa Ana River and tributaries, California authorized by act of 
Congress, approved May 17, 1950, Public Law 516, 81st Congress, 2d session, 
for which subesquent appropriations in the amount of $1,250,000 have been 
appropriated to initiate construction of these vital units of the projects; and 
wishes to respectfully but urgently request appropriation of at least $2 million 
in funds for continued planning and construction on the Devil Creek, East Twin 
Creek, Warm Creek, and Lytle Creek units of the project known as Santa Ana 
River and tributaries, California. 

This request is classified as imperative in view of recent watershed fires, 
primarily in the San Bernardino National Forest, devastating a large percent- 
age of the mountain drainage area tributary to Devil Creek, East Twin Creek, 
Warm Creek, and Lytle Creek, and which devastation subjec ts the city of San 
Bernardino and its environs to extreme potential flood-water and debris hazards, 
threatening human life and great property damage to private, municipal, and 
Federal Military Establishments. Said board of supervisors has declared a 
state of emergency and utilized all available funds for the performance of tem- 
porary emergency flood-control works and is proceeding with plans and specifi- 
vations for further construction within practical financial limits. 

The work proposed by this district is vital and supplemental to certain portions 
of the project Santa Ana River and tributaries, California, said portions urgently 
required in coordination with this district’s work and beyond this district’s 
financial resources. 

The project includes 4 units, 2 in Riverside County and 2 in San Bernardino 
County. They are each important and necessary and should be completed at 
the earliest possible time. 

However, in our opinion, that one which has for its object the control of 
Warm Creek Channel, East Twin Creek Channel, Devil Creek diversion, and 
Lytle Creek levee—all for the protection of the city of San Bernardino and 
industries and facilitates very definitely of extreme importance in the war 
effort—from floods reaching the area from the north and east—is of vital and 
immediate importance. 

The seriousness of the flood hazard is caused by the fact that the city of 
San Bernardino and its environs is located at the foot of a high range of moun- 
tains. These mountains rise from valley elevation of from 1,000 to 1,600 
feet to an elevation of from 5,000 to 12,000 feet. Because of topographic fea- 
tures, these mountains being approximately parallel with the Pacific Ocean 
and about 50 miles inland thus constituting a barrier for moisture-laden clouds 
being transported from the ocean toward the desert—the slopes of these moun- 
tains are subject to an intense rainfall. Over a 70-year period, the tops of the 
mountains have averaged about 45 inches of rainfall per year, while at the 
base the average has been about 16 inches per year. 
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The canyons along the front face of the mountains then carry a great amount 
of flood water and debris which debouches upon the settled and improved area 
on the valley floor. These floods cause great damage to valuable agricultural 
areas, to residential, business and industrial properties, to railroad and high- 
way facilities, to essential irrigation and domestic water-supply systems, to 
publie utilities including transcontinental communication cables, oil and gas 
mains, and electrical transmission lines, together with all facilities available 
to a very rapdly developing industrial, business, and residential area. 

Certain of these communication facilities and gas and electrical installations 
are transcontinental in scope and are absolutely essential to the industrial econ- 
omy of the Los Angeles metropolitan urea. 

Norton Airbase, which was extensively used as a vital unit through World 
War II is rapidly expanding and is assuming a very important role in the present 
national emergency effort. This base, together with railroad and highway con- 
nections, could be seriously damaged by floods escaping from these channels. 

Since the survey and report by the Corps of Engineers, large installations 
housing a National Guard armory, a Naval Reserve training center and many 
light industrial enterprises have been established within the limits affected by 
these floods. 

The flood problem north of the city of San Bernardino is typical of the problem 
in the entire southern California area where the valley floor has as its perimeter 
a high mountainous terrain. The slopes in the upper ranges of the tributaries 
are very steep and the flow of flash floods passes quickly and causes tremendous 
damage from inundation. 

The frequent forest fires on these slopes and principally within the boundaries 
of the San Bernardino National Forest, denude the watersheds of vegetal cover 
seriously aggravating the flow of flash floods and debris loads. 

The overflow area of Devil, Waterman, and East Twin Creeks from the base of 
the San Bernardino Mountains to the overflow area of Warm Creek and the over- 
flow area of Warm Creek to the junction of East Branch of Lytle Creek is esti- 
mated at 10,300 acres. At present Devil Canyon discharges upon a steep debris 
cone extending 14% miles out into the valley north of San Bernardino with a 
dispersion angle of 60°. A gently sloping plain 1 mile in width extends south- 
easterly to the easternmost point of the Shandin Hills (Little Mountain). 

All drainage from Devil Canyon now, upon rounding this hill, discharges un- 
controlled upon the north and residential area and business district between 
Sierra Way and I Streets. 

This area comprises the major portion of population and assessed valuations. 
The downstream channels have been obliterated by streets, business and resi- 
dential developments. 

The proposed project plans to divert Devil Creek flood flows to Cajon Creek. 
This would be accomplished by constructing an intercepting levee extending 
westerly across the existing channel of Devil Creek about 114 miles below the 
apex of the cone (and below the present spreading grounds) to the low range of 
hills along Kendall Drive, and a concrete channel southwesterly to Cajon Creek 
within the limits of the Lytle-Cajon Creek Army project. 

It has been recognized that this Lytle-Cajon Creek project now completed by 
the United States Engineer Department was designed as an emergency war neces- 
sity. It without doubt provides adequate protection for the westerly portion 
of the city of San Bernardino and for the railroads,-highways, and other facilities 
which were in jeopardy during the recent war. 

It has likewise been recognized that certain areas within the project containing 
water wells for municipal and domestic use and for supply to large agricultural 
districts of high value are still subject to appreciable damage from floods. The 
concrete channel from Devil Canyon as proposed would conduct additional flood- 
water into this territory. These conditions were considered by the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors when this Santa Ana River report was being 
reviewed and that body in its report to the Chief of Engineers recommended that 
an additional levee be built upstream from the “island levee,” which is along the 
right side of Lytle Creek just downstream from the confluence of Lytle and Cajon 
Creeks, for the protection of the very valuable wells in that location. It is 
strongly urged that this levee be constructed. 

The mouth of Waterman Canyon is located about 4 miles northeast of the 
central business district of San Bernardino. One-fourth mile to the southeast 
is the canyon mouth of East Twin Creek. By successive deposition of debris, 
floodwaters from these 2 canyons have built a cone extending 4 miles in length 
to Warm Creek on the south and 315 miles in width from I Street on the west 
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to Sterling Avenue on the east. The cone is typical of all steep alluvial fans, 
being a wide angle cone upon which unrestrained floodwaters are at liberty to 
occupy any position through an angle of 90 degrees for a distance of 24% miles 
below the apex. Its apex is forming at the mouth of Waterman Canyon at an 
elevation of 1,000 feet. The major axis (crown of the cone extends south- 
westerly 2 miles toward the most highly developed business and residential 
district of San Bernardino and facilities heretofore mentioned, then assumes a 
southerly direction along Waterman Avenue. 

From the apex the present course of Waterman Creek continues southwesterly 
on the crown for 0.2 mile, then swings to the left, assuming a southeasterly 
course and at a point 0.8 mile from the apex joins present East Twin Creek 
Wash. 

The slope of the present Waterman Creek streambed from the apex (eleva- 
tion 1,600 feet) for the distance of 0.8 mile to its junction with East Twin 
Creek (elevation 1,385) is 215 feet (270 feet per mile) as compared to the slope 
of the major axis from the apex (elevation 1,000 feet) southwest toward San 
Bernardino for an equal distance of 0.8 mile to a point (elevation 1,355 feet) 
which is 245 feet or 306 feet per mile. 

A comparison of the two gradients augmented by the curve in the stream bed 
indicates that there is no inducement for the present course to remain perma- 
nently stable. It is easily possible that the entire flow could abandon the present 
course and ride the crest of the cone for miles through entirely new territory. 

The Santa Ana River report recommends a plan to revet earth filled levees 
constructed by local interests to collect flows from Waterman and Bast Twin 
Creeks and to construct a concrete channel along East Twin Creek from the 
end of those levees to and crossing Warm Creek and thence southwesterly to a 
point near Warm Creek south of San Bernardino. 

The San Bernardino County Flood Control District engineering department 
has examined the proposed improvements and recommends them as adequate 
for the purpose. 











Watershed date | teen Waterman | East Twin 
| 
cihceentcietessunadedacs bial selene aaa ct Lacks acerca sel sii aastheeniaen leapt 
Maximum discharge, 1919-49_____- a ae ___eubie feet per second. | 3, 320 2, 350 3, 360 
PRES allo a eebee ee ee ee eee ate ‘ as (4) (4) (1) 
Mountain drainage area__.......-..-.-.--------------square miles 6.3 4.55 8.6 
Minimum altitude__....-- 5 Nae iine een cee eee sadaane feet_- 1, 800 1, 600 1, 650 
teh eel ieee a ba 5, 350 5, 400 6, 150 
Average altitude Aah nares Jaa ee do 3, 560 3, 620 3, 520 
Average slope ~ eh SS ak x See acnmetitane percent 42 50 47 
Length main stream channel ele ee —— 4.5 4.5 4.8 
Average slope stream channel eee eh ke _percent 13 14 18 
Rainfall, March 1938 storm total: | 
ne NINN oo cae eaneiweie ee CE 12 | 12 | 12 
Mountain crest a a a eae G0... 24 24 | 26 
73-year mean-base of mountain es oot, een ee 25 23 | 23 
73-year Mean mountain crest_-.-_.....------------ auc eee 40 | 40 45 
! 


1 Mar. 2, 1938. 


Excessive precipitation recorded at Squirrel Inn, elevation 5,300 feet (in East Twin 
Creek watershed) 


Maximum, 24 hours Maximum, 48 hours 

















34 iain Storm 
Storm | total 
| Inches | Date | Inches | Date 
ident ee Ir . | I 
Ee ae pe ee eee ee asia | 16.81 | 17th__. 22.61 | 17th-18th____| 27.77 
| 


ah A Gh Rlae 0 1088 a oa sce cna buaade a tT eo 15.67 | 2d-3d 


Jan. 21-24, 1043..---.-.---2----2ee-eeneeeeeeee--| 10.40 | 23d...) 16.85 22d-23d.....| 17.95 
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Warm Creek below East Twin Creek confluence, peak discharges 1884 to 1949 


Estimated Estimated 
: ' peak dis- ; ood peak dis- Nate 
Flood No. charge Dat Flood No charge Dv 
(c. f. s.) (c.f. s 

1 6,700 | Mar. 2, 1938 || 5 2,000 Feb. 17, 1884 
2 6,400 | Feb, 23, 1891 6 ! 2,300 Feb, 21,1914 
a3 4,700 | Jan. 18, 1916 7 2.100 Jan. 23, 1943 
4 3,600 | Mar. 6, 1884 


The areas which are exposed to flood hazard from these various streams are 
probably developing as fast as any in the entire Nation, not only for civilian use, 
but also for military operations. We know that the threat from flood is extremely 
serious, and made even more so by forest fires denuding 19.64 square miles of this 
watershed during the last 2 years. Therefore, our very sincere and urgent 
request is that this committee give full consideration to the recommendations 
contained in the report on survey of Santa Ana River and tributaries, California, 
to the end that an appropriation may be made this year so that planning and 
construction of the project may be undertaken and its completion accomplished 
at the very earliest date. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN BRYANT 


Mr. Hitt. Our next witness is Mr. John Bryant, county engineer 
of Riverside, Calif. 

Mr. Botanp. I want to inform you gentlemen that Mr. Phillips was 
in touch with the committee this morning. He could not be here 
because of illness. He is one of those members who is continually 
looking after the interests of his district. As a matter of fact, I serve 
with him on another subcommittee, the Independent Offices Subcom- 
mittee, and I regret that this is his last term in the Congress. 

I have been here only 2 terms myself but in the 2 years I have served 
with him I found him to be one of the finest Members that Congress has. 
[ regret that he saw fit to make this his last year, and I hope that the 
county will see fit to send a man or a woman who will be as fine as 
Mr. Phillips. 

Mr. Bryant. I am appearing on behalf of the Riverside project in 
the Santa Ana project. 

I have a prepared statement which I would like to have filed in the 
record. I also have some photographs which show the project and 
the proposed control measures to be placed. I would like to pass these 
out to the committee members so that they can follow my remarks on 
the project. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROI 
AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT REGARDING THE RIVERSIDE LEVEES ON THE 
SANTA ANA RIveER, CALIF. 


The Riverside levee project was authorized by the 81st Congress, Ist session, 
in H. R. 5472. It is a unit in the general comprehensive plan for flood control 
in the Santa Ana River Basin, Calif. The plan was recommended for approval 
in the Chief of Engineers’ report dated September 27, 1948, and published in House 
Document 135, 81st Congress, 1st session. 

The Santa Ana River at Riverside drains an area of approximately SOO square 
miles; its channel varies from 300 to 700 feet in width and its banks on the left 
side of the river vary from three to four feet in height. The estimated capacity 
of the river channel at Riverside is 20,000 cubic feet per second and the estimated 
peak discharge at this point during the 1988 flood was 100,000 cubic feet per 
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second. Overflow of the river at this point may occur from any medium or 
large flood which in turn would inundate approximately 1,500 acres of land 
in the north section of the city of Riverside. 

Numerous attempts have been made in the past to prevent this overflow 
by the construction of rail and wire fence revetments which in each case 
were subsequently destroyed. More recently, since the 19388 flood, the area 
was partially protected by an earth levee revetted with granite riprap. This 
levee was built by the county of Riverside with State financial assistance at 
a total cost of $120,000. The levee is approximately 15 feet above streambed 
surface, has a 20-foot crown width and 1% to 1 side slopes. The riverside of 
the levee is protected by granite rock riprap placed in an amount of 6 tons per 
lineal foot and extending 10 feet below the level of the streambed for protection 
against scour. The total length of levee constructed is 6,000 feet. This levee 
provides partial protection against most floods for about 500 acres on the left 
side of the river, and the plan of improvement proposed by the district engineer 
would extend this levee downstream to the Rubidoux Bridge, a distance of 
13,900 feet. 

Along the right side of the river, the low banks would be overtopped by a 
medium or large flood which would overflow most of the community of Rubidoux, 
formerly known as West Riverside. Nearly 1,800 acres of land on the right 
side of the river are subject to inundation. On this side of the river, many 
attempts have been made by local interests in the past to construct flood-control 
works which have also been destroyed during major floods. After the 19388 flood, 
the county of Riverside, with financial assistance from the State of California, 
constructed a levee which affords partial protection to the community of Rubi- 
doux and which directs the flow of smaller floods into the channel under the 
Rubidoux Bridge. However, a medium or large flood would probably breach the 
levees and overflow most of Rubidoux and might destroy the bridge. The plan 
of the district engineer is to construct a levee extending 5,350 feet upstream from 
Rubidoux Bridge to a high bank and 5,000 feet downstream from the bridge. 

The Riverside levees would control a flood of 170,000 cubic feet per second with 
an allowance of three feet of freeboard. The high-water line under a maximum 
flood of 260,000 cubic feet per second would be slightly less than the height of 
the levees. 

Under present conditions, the river has a capacity through the Riverside area 
of approximately 20,000 cubic feet per second. During the flood of 1938, the 
estimated flow of the river at Riverside was 100,000 cubic feet per second. Ap- 
proximately 1,800 acres of land on the west side of the river and 500 acres of 
land on the east side were inundated. The resulting damages and loss of life, 
with estimates under a similar flood occurring today, are as follows: 


1988 1956 
a wis sine ncinaicamneiahiati a id setsineenpeninatomnl | nl Snnccintpiiiaie 
Population _. “ ‘ j +e | 5, 065 12, 000 
Valuation_._.___- ee $3, 272,000 | $16, 500, 000 
Damages _-_- ; . : ag a $604, 000 $3, 046, 000 
eee eed Soe oe te sie h wate caw haeacne sen 5 calc 15 32 


It is significant to note that the population has increased approximately 115 
percent and property values have increased 400 percent. 

Congress, in 1955, recognizing the urgency of this project, appropriated con- 
struction moneys to initiate construction of the river levees. The district has, 
by resolution, agreed to assume the local costs and to operate and maintain 
the project. Much of the right-of-way has been purchased and bids for con- 
struction on the first stage will be advertised in April 1956. The President 
has recommended an appropriation of $750,000 in fiscal year 1956-57, to continue 
construction on this project. We are very pleased that he is aware of the 
urgency and has made this request. However, it is our opinion, that this 
amount should be increased to $1 million. This would insure uninterrupted 
construction and a saving in both time and costs. We sincerely trust that 
this committee will give its full support to this recommended appropriation. 

WILLIAM E. JONEs, 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors of the Riverside County Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District. 
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Mr. Bryant. This is a picture of the Santa Ana River looking 
upstream. The area colored in blue indicates those lands which were 
inundated by the 1938 flood. According to the report issued by the 
United States Corps of Engineers, this particular stretch of river 
has a capacity of 20,000 cubic feet per second. The estimated dis 
charge of the 1 1938 flood was 130,000 cubic feet. According to the 
Corps of Engineers, we can expect a maximum flood at this point of 
approximately 170,000 cubic feet per second, which is almost double 
what we had in 1938. 

After the 1938 flood Riverside County, with State assistance, con- 
structed a levee which is on the right-hand side of the stream at the 
upper end of the yellow line, which you can see. That levee cost in 
the neighborhood of $20,000. 

Last year this committee recommended and Congress appropriated 
construction moneys for the project. The project is indicated by the 
yellow lines on the map which are two levees on either side of the 
river. In addition to that, the lower bridge where the yellow line on 
the right hand side is indicated, you will find that that will have 
to be replac ed with a larger and higher bridge at a cost of approxi- 
mately $1 million. 

The total estimated cost is $5,800,000; of this amount $2,980,000 was 
the Federal cost and $2,820,000 was the local cost. However, since the 
corps prepared this estimate, they have now indicated that the bridge 
just upstream near the upper end of the photograph would have to 
be lengthened an additional 300 feet at a cost of about $350,000. 

Riverside County has now budgeted that money and has anticipated 
that it will be lengthened during the coming summer season. The 
district has also acquired rights-of-way down to that bridge and a 
lot of the rights-of-way downstream. 

The breakdown of the cost will be that loc ally we will furnish a little 
over 50 percent of the cost of this project. With the construction 
money that Congress made available last year, a contract will be let 
next month to initiate construction on this project. 

The President has recommended that Congress appropriate the sum 
of $750,000 to continue the construction on this project for which we 
are very grateful and very happy. However, after consultation with 
the Corps of Engineers, we feel that this amount should be increased 
to $1 million to insure efficient and the most economic construction 
program. They have assured us that they can expend up to $1 million. 

We realize, of course, that your committee is not always in a posi- 
tion to recommend what might seem the most feasible thing to us, 
and whatever your recommendation is, we certainly will abide by 
it and we will do everything we can to proceed with this project in 
an economic and efficient manner with the moneys that are made 
available. 

Mr. Botanp. Does the yellow line indicate the approximate location 
of levees? 

Mr. Bryant. They are approximate levees. 

Mr. Boranp. What is the setback from the river ? 

Mr. Bryant. The final plan on the left-hand levee has not yet been 
completed. However, it is anticipated that this left-hand levee will 
be shoved in closer to the stream bank. This was the original location 
proposed by the Corps of Engineers. As a result of further study, 
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we are now bringing this in about 300 or 400 feet, but the final location 
has not definitely been determined as vet. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank you very much. I think you have an excellent 
presentation and I think the photographs are excellent. 


STATEMENT OF J. A. WOOLLEY 


Mr. Hitz. Our next witness is Mr. J. A. Woolley, a consulting engi- 
neer of Orange County, and he will speak with regard to Carbon 
Canyon Dam. 

Mr. Woottey. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is J. A. W oolley, consulting engineer from Santa Ana. My 
colleague, Mr. Warner, chairman of the board of supervisors whom 
I also represent, unfortunately had to leave today because of an illness 
and he returned to Santa Ana. 

I have here a statement for the record from Mr. Warner and myself. 
It is a written statement. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


CARBON CANYON DAM AND CARBON CANYON CHANNEL IMPROVEMENTS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, Willis H. Warner, chairman 
of the board of supervisors of Orange County, Calif., and J. A. Woolley, partner 
in the firm of Harrison & Woolley, consulting engineers, Santa Ana, Calif., 
represent the county of Orange in behalf of appropriations for Carbon Canyon 
Dam and Carbon Canyon Channel improvements. These projects were author- 
ized by Flood Control Acts of 1936, 1938, 1941, 1944, and 1950. 

We understand from the Corps of Engineers that planning for these projects 
is programed for completion approximately by the end of the next fiscal year. 
We believe it may be reasonably expected that for fiscal year 1957-58, con- 
struction funds will be requested for this project. We also are keenly aware 
of the tremendous workload being done by the Corps of Engineers. However, 
the remaining work to be done before construction may be initiated may only 
require a few months time, inasmuch as planning is quite well advanced. 

We believe, therefore, that it is within the realm of practical possibility 
that construction could proceed fiscal year 1956-57. We feel that because of 
the extreme hazard to life and property these projects should be advanced as 
rapidly as possible, and that an appropriation for construction of $1 million, as 
well as $59,000 for completion of plans, would, therefore, be entirely justifiable 
at this session of Congress. 

During the winter of 1951-52 floodwater overflowing Carbon Canyon Creek 
damaged the city of Anaheim and thousands of acres of farm and dairy lands. 
Floodwaters from this creek entirely inundated the lowlands adjacent to the 
coast highway in the vicinity of the United States Naval Ammunition and Net 
Depot at Seal Beach, and almost completely surrounded the United States Naval 
Air Station at Los Alamitos. 

This year, in February, Anaheim streets along Carbon Canyon Creek were 
again flooded, as well as downstream highways. Drought conditions, except for 
the winter of 1951-52, have predominated in the last 10 years. Yet in 1941, 1943, 
1944, 1952, and 1956 considerable storm damage has occurred in this same 
stream area. 

A storm of the intensity of the 1916, 1927, or 1938 type, which caused loss of 
lives and terrific damage throughout southern California, would result in loss 
of life and terrific property damage to cities and communities of Orange County, 
so time is certainly of the essence. 

Industry as well as homeowners, literally flocking to Orange County since 1945, 
in the case of such type of heavy rainfall intensity as may be expected any time, 
will be faced with a threat far in excess of anything we are yet familiar with. 
The seriousness to Orange County, because of industry and population increases 
in recent years, now may be greater than to Los Angeles County at any time in 
the past history. 
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A few of the important industries, recreational facilities, and other activities 
whose facilities may be seriously affected by floods from Carbon Canyon Creek 
are as follows: 


General Electric Corp. Disneyland 

Delco-Remy Co. Several orange packing plants 

United States Electrical Motors Union Pacific Railroad 

Sylvania Electric A. T. & Santa Fe Railroad Co. 

Rheem Manufacturing Co. Pacific Electric Railway 
Kimberly-Clark Corp. Southern Pacific Railroad Co. 
Rinshed-Mason Paint Co. State Highway, Los Angeles to San 
Robertshaw-Fulton Controls Diego 

Neville Corp. chemical plant State Highway, Los Angeles to River- 
Richfield Oil Co. research plant side 


La Palma Park 


With the construction of Carbon Canyon Dam and Carbon Canyon Channel 
improvements, which is only a part of the countywide program for flood control, 
the city of Anaheim (population 42,228, January 1956) will be mainly protected, 
as will the Federal and industrial installations along Carbon Canyon Creek. 
Works constructed by the county of Orange, concurrently with the Carbon 
Canyon Dam and channel construction, will greatly alleviate the possibility of 
damage to areas surrounding the cities of Anaheim and Santa Ana. 

In June 1956 Orange County voters will vote on flood-control bonds in the 
amount of $42 million for flood protection throughout the county. Regardless 
of the outcome of this bond vote, Orange County, under such dire threat of 
flood damage, will be compelled to provide at least temporary measures of pro- 
tection, and are doing so now to the limit of their present financial ability, as 
well as providing measures for permanent protection in many areas. Water 
conservation practice is also of necessity being incorporated wherever practical 
in the flood control program. 

It is sincerely hoped by the people of Orange County, Calif., that your honorable 
committee will approve and Congress will grant this planning and construction 
appropriation request, that the Corps of Engineers may complete the planning 
and commence the construction phases of this long approved project. 

Mr. Wootirey. With your permission, I would like the committee 
to glance at these photographs showing the last flood from ¢ ‘arbon 

Creek of : any serious consequence, which was in January of 1952 

Carbon Canyon Dam and improvements were initiated in the Con- 
cress by Congressman Phillips who was our representative at that 
time. Mr. Utt is now representing Orange County. I believe he did 
file a statement. 

Mr. Bonanp. Yes, sir, and he called the committee, too. 

Mr. Woottey. The proposed project has been started and the plans 
were up to about 80 percent completion prior to Korea. An appropria- 
tion was made last year to continue the planning. The project is under 
way. The Corps of Engineers are working on the plans and they ex- 
pect to complete the general design memorandum in October and com- 
mence the plans and specific ations in October of this year. 

After discussion with them, it seems feasible, and our statement 
will bear this out, that construction could be initiated in the year 1957, 
in this next fiscal year. 

The programing, however, of the Corps of Engineers is 1 year 
later on the tentative program schedule. The Water - Resources Board 
has requested an appropriation of a million dollars to initiate con- 
struction beside the budget figure of $59,000 which the corps has re- 
quested to complete the plans and specifications. We believe it is 
feasible and practical to do this. 

The necessity for it lies in the protection to the city of Anaheim. 
Below the city of Anaheim, there are two Government installations. 
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the United States naval ammunition and net depot at Seal Beach and 
the United States naval air station at Los Alamitos, both of which, as 
you see in those pictures, were surrounded by water in January of 
1956. 

Carbon Canyon Creek which the dam would serve to protect flows 
right through the heart of Anaheim, right down one of the main 
streets, across the main highway, across the railroad, and in the storm 
that Colonel Hedger was mentioning, in January of this year, for- 
tunately, that rain did not reach the upper watershed. It reached 
as far as the city of Anaheim and that stream, through the city of 
Anaheim, was flowing from curb to curb into the houses without’ any 
runoff from the upper watershed—just runoff from the local watershed 
within the city limits. 

We believe we are sitting there on a keg of dynamite. That is what 
it amounts to and we hope and pray that this project can be furthered, 
moved into construction which can be initiated next year. 

Orange County, in June, voted on a $22 million bond issue to supple- 
ment the flood protection for the county. The city of Anaheim last 
year, I think, presented a statement to your committee saying that the 
populaion was 30,000; this year, it is 42,000, by a special census. The 
industries that have moved into the Anaheim area number 20 or 25. 
The list is in the written statement. Many of the industries involve 
our electric companies such as General Electric Corp., Deleco-Remy 
Co., United States Electrical Motors, Disneyland, and so on. 

Disneyland did use some imagination, and they protected themselves 
by putting a levee around Disneyland. They will be protected unless 
it is a very major storm. 

With those comments and regrets from Mr. Warner to your com- 
mittee that he could not appear here, I rest my case and thank you, 
gentlemen. 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT G. CROWLE 


Mr. Hiti. Our next witness is Mr. Crowle, chief engineer, Alameda 
County. on the San Lorenzo Creek. 

Mr. Crowte. I have a statement which I would like to file with the 
committee. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


San Lorenzo Creek drains an area of 61 square miles in Alameda County, 
Calif., on the east side and near the southern end of San Francisco Bay. The 
upper 45 square miles of the basin, above Foothill Boulevard in the city of 
Hayward, lie in the coast range foothills. The fan-shaped drainage area, with 
steep slopes of the mountains, produces rapid concentration of runoff. 

Principal communities in the drainage basin are Ashland, Castro Valley, 
Cherryland, San Lorenzo, Washington Manor, and large parts of the cities of 
Hayward and San Leandro. The total population in the basin today is estimated 
to exceed 100,000, and is still increasing at a rapid rate. The greatest part 
of this population has moved in since 1943, when San Lorenzo Village was built 
to house workers in the war industries of the east bay area. Since that date, 
thousands of homes have been built in the basin. In 1951 the area was declared 
by the Federal Government to be a critical defense housing area. 

Floods in December 1950, January 1952, and December 1955 have caused dam- 
ages estimated at $2 million. For the 5-year period, the damages have averaged 
$400,000 annually. 

In the flood of December 1955, which was part of the general disaster that 
occurred in northern California, flood waters went through the northerly part 
of the city of Hayward, causing damage to residential property and business es- 
tablishments, and into the builtup unincorporated communities of Ashland, 
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Cherryland, and San Lorenzo, inundating several hundred homes and requiring 
evacuation of many families. Extensive bank cutting and erosion of the banks 
of the creek through the densely populated area caused loss of much valuable 
property and undermined the foundations of buildings. The banks along much 
of the channel are now vertical and subject to further caving from even moderate 
tlows. The residents along the creek and in the flood plain are now greatly dis- 
turbed over the threat of future damage. 

The local people have demonstrated their willingness to pay their share of the 
cost of flood protection by organizing themselves into a flood control district 
(zone 2), and in 1953 voted by well over a two-thirds majority a $6,954,000 bond 
issue to construct storm-drainage and flood-control improvements in the San 
Lorenzo Creek drainage basin to supplement those proposed in the Federal project. 
Over $500,000 in local funds have been spent for acquisition of lands and rights- 
of-way and modifications to bridges and utilities needed for the Federal project, 
and for construction of emergency improvements to San Lorenzo Creek. The 
local improvements are subject to severe damage and deterioration until the 
Federal project is completed. 

The authorized project includes, in addition to the usual requirements of local 
cooperation, the requirement for a local cash contribution of approximately 
$100,000 or the performance of the equivalent thereof in construction work. 
Local interests elected to perform the equivalent construction, and in 1954 and 
1955 spent well over twice the required amount in channel excavation and levee 
construction downstream from Hesperian Boulevard, to the sections and grades 
proposed in the Federal project. Fortunately, this work was completed prior to 
the December 1955 flood, resulting in a substantial reduction in damages. Since 
the local work was actually the initial stage of the Federal project, it is proper 
to credit the damage reduction to the authorized project. 

In view of the severe damage that has been suffered, and the demonstrated 
readiness of the local people to assume the requirements of local cooperation, 
it is believed that the earliest possible start on construction of the Federal proj- 
ect is justified. Any unnecessary delay would be wasteful and uneconomic from 
the standpoint of both the Federal Government and the local people. 

It is respectfully recommended that the amount of $200,000 be appropriated for 
San Lorenzo Creek for the fiscal year 1956-57; of this amount, $164,000 is re 
quired for completion of design memorandums and plans and specifications and 
$36,000 would be available for advertising and award of the initial construction 
contract by the end of fiscal year 1956-57. This would fulfill the obligation 
Shared by all to get this project under construction at the earliest possible 
date. 

Mr. Crowte. I am chief engineer of the Alameda County Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District. 

San Lorenzo Creek is located on the east side of San Francisco 
Bay about 10 miles south of the city of Oakland. The principal com- 
munities in the drain: ige basin are Ashland, Castro Valley, Cherry- 
land, San Lorenzo, W ‘ashington Manor, and parts of the cities of 
Hayward and San Leandro. ‘The total population in the basin today 
exceeds 100,000 people and is still increasing at a rapid rate. 

Floods in December of 1! 150, January of 1952, and December of 1955 
have caused damages estimated at $2 million. For the 5-year period, 
the damages have averaged $400,000 annually. Because of the emer- 
gency channel and levee improvements constructed with local funds 
in 1954 and 1955 at a cost of several hundreds of thousands of dollars, 
the damage in December 1955 was much less than it would have 
been had these local improvements not been constructed. As it was, 
however, some damage did occur. The waters went through the 
northerly part of the city of Hayward and into the unincorporated 
communities of Ashland, Cherryland, and San Lorenzo. 

This inundated business establishments and several hundred homes 
and required evacuation of many families. Many streets and high- 
ways including the East Shore Freeway, which is the main north- 
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south highway artery on the east side of San Francisco Bay, were 
flooded. 

Extensive bank cutting and erosion of the banks of the creek through 
the densely populated area caused loss of much valuable property 
and undermined the foundations of buildings. The banks along much 
of the channel are now vertical and are subject to further caving from 
even moderate flows. 

The local people organized themselves into a flood-control district 
and have voted a local bond issue of $6,954,000 to pay for local flood- 
control improvements in the San Lorenzo Creek Basin to supplement 
the work proposed in the Federal project. That, incidentally, exceeds 
the cost of the Federal project which is approximately $4 million. 

Over $500,000 in local funds has been spent for acquisition of lands 
and rights-of-way and modifications to bridges and utilities needed 
for the Federal project. That work has already been done for con- 
struction of emergency improvements to the San Lorenzo Creek Chan- 
nel. These local improvements are subject to severe damage and 
deterioration until the Federal project is completed. 

In order to get the project into the construction phase at the earli- 
est possible date, we are requesting the appropriation of $200,000 
for the next fiscal year which would allow $164,000 for the completion 
of design memorandums and design specific: ations and $36 000 for 
the start of construction. We respectfully request your consideration 
of this appropriation. 

Thank you very much. 


Mr. Hitz. Thank you, Mr. Crowle. 
STATEMENT OF R. N. KLEIN 


Mr. Hitz. Our next witness is Mr. Robert N. Klein, city manager of 
Santa Cruz, Calif. 


Mr. Kirin. My name is Robert Klein, city manager of Santa Cruz, 
Calif. 


I would like to submit these brochures prepared by the chamber 
of comerce and some summar ized statements. 


(The statements referred to follow :) 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Robert N. Klein. I am city manager of Santa 
Cruz, Calif. I sincerely appreciate the opportunity to testify briefly today in 
support of an appropriation of $307,000 for the San Lorenzo River fiood-control 
project. 

In the December 22-23 flood, the city of Santa Cruz, Calif., suffered the worst 
business district damage in the State. The entire central business district was 
inundated. Three downtown hotels were evacuated and one of these is now 
being demolished as a direct result of the flood. 

The city is the county seat of Santa Cruz County and the recreation center of 
northern California. Each summer, northern Santa Cruz County is host to 
some 5 million visitors. The city of Santa Cruz receives about 1% million of 
these in a 4-month period. 

However, recreation cannot support the area on a year-round basis. The 
flood of last Christmas had the following effect which leaves the city in a 
desperate position: 

(1) Industry along the San Lorenzo River is threatened with the pos- 
sibility of permanent destruction if another flood occurs prior to completion 
of levee system. 

(2) Many businesses are forced to operate on a restricted inventory basis 
until flood protection is assured. 


(3) Some business moved out and will not return until flood protection 
is complete. 
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(4) A large urban renewal program, with substantial Federal invest- 
ment, is jeopardized without flood protection. 

(5) New business and existing businesses are reluctant to invest in expan- 
sion, remodeling, or major repair without flood protection. 

These factors threaten the very existence of an economically sound district. 

Having suffered damage estimated at some $8 million by the Army engineers, 
the city of Santa Cruz, through its city council, has obligated itself to carry out 
its full share of required local cooperation. In addition, the State of Califor- 
nia has approved expenditure of more than $1 million to provide easements, 
rights-of-way, bridge, and sewer replacements required under the terms of the 
congressional authorization. Army engineers have testified that plans can be 
completed, and construction initiated, before the end of the 1957 fiscal year. 

I, therefore, respectfully urge inclusion of $307,000 for the San Lorenzo River 
project in the 1957 budget. 

Mr. Kurrn. Also, I would like to submit to the committee the Feb- 
ruary issue of Western City, which is a blow-by-blow description of 
the northern California city floods. 

Santa Cruz, Calif., gentlemen, was the worst hit business district 
in the entire State of California during recent flood experience in 
February. This is the testimony of no less than the Governor of 
California who made a tour. 

We are still in a disaster situation. We have cleaned up remark- 
ably well. However, we have these conditions which confront us. We 
have businesses that have pulled out and will stay out until we have 
assured them of flood protection. We have inventories which have 
been reduced and will stay reduced until we have flood protection. 

We have buildings whic h arec oming down and new ones which will 
not go up until we have assured flood protection to protect the new 
investments. 

We have a million and a half people who come into this area during 
the 99-day summer season and about 5 million people in northern 
Santa Cruz County. The State division of beach and parks reports 
the highest population in this area as far as the recreation standpoint 
is concerned. 

We are supporting not just a wintertime population but we are 
supporting a major recreation source as far as northern California is 
concerned. 

We are very anxious to obtain the funds to begin planning, but we 
are also equally anxious to be able to begin to st: rt construe tien be- 
cause the Army claims that they can finish their plans by this time 
next year, and ‘if they could start construction, this would " several 
things: It would enable the businessmen to be reassured; it would 
assure reinvestment rather than delay it; it would insure an urban 
renewal project which is now underway and in which the Federal 
Government already has a substantial investment. 

Therefore, I would like to urge your consideration of this project. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Botanp. Thank you for your appearance. 


STATEMENT OF STEPHEN WYCKOFF 


Mr. Kuers. Mr. Wyckoff is our former district attorney who is 
representing the chamber of commerce. 

Mr. Wycxorr. I am Stephen Wyckoff, an attorney at law, from 
Santa Cruz, Calif. I wish to supplement Mr. Klein’s remarks briefly. 
Representing the businessmen of Santa Cruz, as Mr. Klein said, our 





area was most disastrously and most severely hit this winter by this 
flood. We need everything we have, the $307,000 that we are request- 
ing in this matter, and it is vital to our community. 

I feel we are standing at sort of a crossroads. We are about 30 
minutes away from Santa Clara County which is the fastest devel- 
oping industrial area of northern California, and we can either stop 
progressing entirely or go ahead as we now stand. 

As Mr. Klein said, people are afraid to invest or increase their 
inventories or do anything else since the flood we had. 

I sincerely request your earnest consideration of our request for 
funds here. 

Thank you all very much. 

(Statement follows :) 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Stephen Wyckoff. I am an attorney at law in Santa 
Cruz, Calif., and I am here as representative of the Santa Cruz Chamber of Com- 
merce. I sincerely appreciate the opportunity to add a few material facts to the 
statement made by Mr. Klein. 

The total direct economic loss to our community of 22,000 people has been offi- 
cially estimated at some $8 million. The actual damage was many times that if 
we include such imponderables as loss of man-hours, depreciation in land values, 
and other indirect effects. 

Our local businessmen have made a magnificent effort to rehabilitate them- 
selves. This effort will have been in vain unless the business section is protected 
against recurrence of flood disaster. 

The Santa Cruz Chamber of Commerce has compiled the pertinent facts to 
facilitate rapid and full understanding of what has happened-as well as what has 
been done and what needs to be done. I should like to stress that both the com- 
munity and our State of California have gone all out to obligate themselves for 
the local cooperation which is required by the congressional authorization of the 
San Lorenzo River project. I submit this brochure in the hope that you will find 
it helpful in weighing our request. 

One other fact ought not to be overlooked. Within 20 minutes’ drive from Santa 
Cruz across a new mountain freeway lies the Santa Clara Valley, an area which 
during the past 5 years has recorded a growth unparalleled in any part of our 
fast-growing State. Whether Santa Cruz will benefit from and grow in conjunc- 
tion with this area, or be shut off and be condemned to retrogress and stagnate 
will be decisively affected by the decision this committee will render. 

Mr. Chairman, the Army engineers have determined that with manpower cur- 
rently available to them, they can initiate construction during the first fiscal year 
in which funds are provided. They estimate that $307,000 are needed for com- 
pletion of planning and initiation of construction. 

I respectfully urge you to approve the sum of $307,000 in the budget for the 
1957 fiscal year for the San Lorenzo River flood control project. 


Mr. Hixx. There are just 2 or 3 things I would like to pick up here. 
There is one on which I should like to comment just briefly. 

The people from Success and Terminus Dams commented on the 
opposition. Our board is statewide, and we normally do not pick any 
particular project, but I do want to say that that opposition came to 
the attention of our board, and we investigated it very thoroughly. 
We feel that it is certainly not of the magnitude to hold up as ‘vital 
a project as that is. We frankly feel it is a rather selfish objection 
there. 

I happen to be in the reservoir area where the dam is going to be 
built, so I can speak about this. 

Another one is at Butte Creek. It is the only project in the State 
which has been half built and then stopped. That is exactly the condi- 
tion there. They could build the upper end first, because, if they did, 
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it would dump the water down on the lower end. They built the lower 
end first, and it would not work, because they did not have the upper 
end built. 

I think the others that are not mentioned here are not mentioned 
because it is my understanding that the Congressmen have appeared 
before your committee and we » did not want to repeat. 

With respect to the Middle Creek project that Congressman Scudder 
discussed, and the Santa Clara River project, which I believe Con 
gressman Teague hi as discussed with you, and we had $135,000 which 
has been reduced to $100 000, also the Stewart Canyon Dam, which is 
also in Congressman Teague’s district, and we have removed this from 
the recommendation. 

The other is the San Maria County, which I understand Mr. Brad- 
bury will speak to when he appears before this same committee some- 
time tomorrow, so We are not going to discuss that. The other, of 
course, is the preliminary examination in the South Pacific, which I 
think I discussed adequately before, and I will not go into that further. 

I do want to certainly thank this committee. I might say that we 
are having a little political difficulty in our departme nt with a reor- 
ganization, so this may be my last trip here. Consequently, L certainly 
want to thank all of you for the consideration that we have always 
gotten. 

I want to say, too, that I am always very much impressed by the 
knowledge of these committees of our particular problems. L know 
we represent only a small area of the country and you have a lot of 
very detailed problems, but I frankly believe that if more people hi acl 
the opportunity to come back here and appear and see the work that 
you people do that they would not be quite so influenced by people like 
Drew Pearson, who pick up a few crumbs and make a tremendous issue 
out of it, because I have certainly been very greatly impressed, and 
I know all of our people who have come back here realize the tremen- 
dous amount of work that you people do, and we surely do thank you 
for this opportunity to appear here. 

Mr. Botanp. The committee wants to thank you and the California 
witnesses who have appeared here today. We want to thank you for 
the excellent statements which you have presented. We have had 
other delegations from other States in here but I think the presenta- 
tions which we listened to today were the finest. 

You presented us with the brochures and best pictures of the prob- 
lems you have out there. This is my first meeting with you. LI sat 
last year on another panel, the FE: astern Section, but let me say that I 
have been impressed by the staunch advocacy with which you bring 
the problems of California to the ste ea of this committee. You 
have done an excellent job and we hope to see you back here again. 

Mr. Jensen. I just want to endorse what the chairman has said. I 
have enjoyed your presentation, and I think it was very well organized 
and it was wonderfully presented. 

Mr. Botanp. We appreciate the fact that you kept us right on 
schedule. In fact, you are 5 minutes ahead of time; that is unusual. 
We know that it is very difficult for some witnesses to stay within 
the schedule, and this committee compliments you for your timing. 
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WepDNEsDAY, Marcu 28, 1956. 


Pauisapes-MInipoKA-MiIcHaup PRoJEctTs 
WITNESS 


HON. HAMER H. BUDGE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF IDAHO 


Mr. Kirwan. The committee will please come to order. 

We are delighted to have with us at this time our distinguished col- 
league, the Honorable Hamer H. Budge, of the State of Idaho. 

Congressman Budge is a former member of this committee, and 
during his tenure of service on the committee he performed outstand- 
ing work. 

Congressman Budge, we shall be glad to hear from you at this time. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. C ‘hairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear 
before the committee this mor ning on behalf of three items which are 
in my congressional district and which are under the appropriations 
for the Bureau of Reclamation. 


PALISADES PROJECT 


The first project is the Palisades project which is practically com- 
pleted, for which there is a budget item this year of $5,787,000. If the 
ati item for this project is allowed, the project will start fur- 
nishing power within the fiscal year and, consequently start to repay 
the obligation to the Federal Government. 

There has been expended on this project over $50 million already. 


NORTH SIDE MINIDOKA PUMPING PROJECT 


The second item on which I am appearing is the North Side Mini- 
doka pumping project which also is well along toward completion, 
and for which there is a budget item of $2,768,000. 

This project has a total cost of approximately $10.5 million and 
there has been expended over $6 million. 


MICHAUD FLATS PROJECT 


The third item in which I am interested is the Michaud Flats project 
on which construction was started this year, and on which approxi- 
mately $300,000 has been expended. The budget item this year is 
$2,480,000 and the total cost of the project is $4,703,000. I would as- 
sume if the budget item is allowed this year and an appropriation in 
2 similar amount next year that the project. w ould then be completed. 

I appreciate the interest of the chairman in these projects in the 
West, and I would like to express my appreciation to him at this time 
for the manner in which he handled the Department of the Interior 
appropriations for the year. 

I know that the people in the West are deeply appreciative of your 
efforts, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your statement ? 

Mr. Buper. Yes, sir. 


eh a eke hoo 


Wine Dsbohasnhic pana ae 





eran tte 


661 


Mr. Kirwan. I am indeed happy and grateful to have a former 
member of the committee, and particularly this subcommittee of which 
I am chairman, appear again this morning. We are very pleased to 
have you. 

Wepnespay, Marcu 28, 1956. 


Apigutu Dam anp Reservoir AND Cuamira Reservoir Prosect 


WITNESSES 


HON. J. T. RUTHERFORD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 

HON. ANTONIO M. FERNANDEZ, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

HON. JOHN J. DEMPSEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

LOUIS A. SCOTT, RIO GRANDE COMPACT, COMMISSIONER FOR THE 
STATE OF TEXAS 

N. B. PHILLIPS, MANAGER OF EL PASO COUNTY WATER IMPROVE- 
MENT DISTRICT NO. 1, EL PASO, TEX. 

JOHN L. GREGG, MANAGER OF THE ELEPHANT BUTTE IRRIGATION 
DISTRICT, LAS CRUCES, N. MEX. 

R A. HILL, MEMBER OF THE IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT NO. 1, 
EL PASO, TEX. 


Mr. Kirwan. Gentlemen, we now have before us a very distin- 
guished delegation which includes three of our colleagues, the Honor- 
able J. T. Rutherford, of Texas, the Honorable Antonio M. Fernandez, 
of New Mexico, and the Honorable John J. Dempsey, of New Mexico, 
together with several of their distinguished constituents who are ex- 
tremely interested in these projects. Congressman Rutherford, I be- 
lieve you are scheduled to be the leadoff witness in the presentation on 
these projects ? 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I have 3 gentlemen here representing various 
water sections in west Texas and 1 in New Mexico. I have with me 
Mr. John L. Gregg, manager of the Elephant Butte Irrigation Dis- 
trict, Las Cruces, N. Mex.; Mr. Louis A. Scott, Rio Grande compact 
commissioner for the State of Texas; Mr. N. B. Phillips, manager of 
FE] Paso County Water Improvement District No. 1, of El Paso, Tex. ; 
Mr. R. A. Hill, member of the improvement district No. 1 at El Paso, 
together with our colleagues, the Honorable Antonio M. Fernandez 
and the Honorable John J. Dempsey, of New Mexico. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time I would like permission to file for the rec- 
ord a statement which has been prepared by me in regard to these mat- 
ters. 

Mr. Kirwan. Without objection, the statement will be received. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 

This statement is in the interest of obtaining an uncontrolled outlet for the 
Abiquiu Dam proposed for construction by the Army Corps of Engineers in con- 
nection with the Abiquiu-Chamita project in New Mexico. 

There has been some discussion in the past to the effect that the desire of 
Texas to secure this uncontrolled outlet is a million-dollar whim. 

Persons who believe this are certainly not familiar with the history of water 
matters involving the State of Texas and the State of New Mexico. 








Because the Chama River supplies a large part of the water supply for the 
Federal Rio Grande project, and because the State of New Mexico has accumu- 
lated debits to Texas in excess of 400,000 acre-feet of water, under the terms of 
the Rio Grande compact, it is imperative the uncontrolled outlet be included. 

In September of 1953, the Army. Corps of Engineers proposed to build a dam 
at Chamita, as authorized under the provision of Public Law 858, and a high 
dam to store 1,260,000 feet of water, 20 miles upstream from the Chamita site at 
Abiquiu, N. Mex. 

I point out that the Army Corps of Engineers suggested the change, because 
their investigations revealed this action would save some $9 million in con- 
struction costs. So the contention that the uncontrolled outlet would cost a 
million dollars is certainly not consistent with the facts. Rather, it would appear 
a saving of $9 million would be effected by this action. 

I also call to your attention that the Army Corps of Engineers originally 
suggested the uncontrolled outlet, in exchange for an agreement for the high 
dam at Abiquiu. This was readily accepted by officials of El Paso County 
Water Improvement District No. 1, within the Rio Grande Federal irrigation 
project. 

These officials agreed to the construction of the dam at Abiquiu, provided the 
uncontroiled outlet should be installed at that site, and the low dam at Chamita 
constructed so total storage in both reservoirs, for flood control, not exceed 
700,000 acre-feet, the maximum storage agreed to by compromise in 1948, between 
the States of Texas, New Mexico, Colorado, and the Corps of Engineers. 

The Army Corps of Engineers has been unable to assure us that, at some later 
date, another Federal agency or the State of New Mexico could not gain control 
of this project. So without an uncontrolled outlet, no long tenure assurance may 
be given to the State of Texas. 

Should it happen that control passes into the hands of persons who do not 
feel called upon to honor the Texas point of view, another piece of desert would 
be added to the State of Texas, and the economy of its citizens in the El Paso 
district completely destroyed. 

Past history gives reason for our expressed alarm at this project. Water is 
very valuable, and water rights are priceless, in this section of Texas where 
farmers depend upon irrigation for their entire water supply, and where an 
extended drought has been experienced for a number of years. 

Certainly, in view of past history and the value of water in the area, it is 
easy to understand why Texas wants to be assured it is given protection and 
will get its rightful share of the water in the future. 

Authorization for construction of the Abiquiu Dam under Public Law 858 is 
highly questionable. I point out that this law does not refer to any dam on the 
Chama River except that proposed at Chamita. 

I also call to your attention the fact that construction of a controlled outlet 
will be a clear and direct violation of the compromise entered into in good faith 
by Texas in 1948. 

Texas is in a precarious position, being downstream on this river, and is there- 
fore subject to encroachment by development upstream, or by any controlled 
outlet which might be used to prohibit Texas from getting its fair share of the 
water. 

Bearing in mind the fact that the Army Corps of Engineers originally sug- 
gested the uncontrolled outlet, the fact that the Abiquiu site and uncontrolled 
outlet, both suggested by the Corps of Engineers and agreed to by the Texas 
interests, will not cost money but will, in effect, save $9 million, and remembering 
that a controlled outlet would be in direct violation of prior agreement, I say 
that unless the uncontrolled outlet is specifically provided in the project under 
discussion and consideration here, I must insist the entire project be disapproved, 
and T am joined in this attitude by the persons in Texas vitally concerned with 
this matter. 


Mr. Kirwan. You may proceed, Mr. Rutherford. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Scott, the Rio Grande com- 
pact commissioner for the State of Texas, will present the case on the 
part particularly of the uncontrolled outlet on the Abiquiu and Cha- 
mita project which has been carried on heretofore, and I would appre- 
ciate it if at this time you would hear him. 
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Mr. KIRWAN. We shall be glad to hear from Mr. Scott, Congress 
man Rutherford. 

Mr. Rutruerrorp. I would also like to submit to the committee a 
letter which I have received from the chairman of the Board of Water 
Engineers of the State of Texas in behalf of this program. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

Board OF WATER ENGINEERS, 
Austin, March 20, 1956 
Re Abiquiu and Chamita Dams (N. Mex.) Rio Grande project. 
Hon. J. T. RUTHERFORD, 
Congressman from Texas, 
House Office Building, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN RUTHERFORD: We have had several conversations with 
Mr. Louis A. Scott, Rio Grande compact Commissioner for Texas, involving the 
construction of the Abiquiu-Chamita Dams which are proposed for construction 
by the Corps of Engineers on the Rio Grande in New Mexico, and have also 
discussed this with the division engineer of the Corps of Engineers at Dallas. 
It is our information that the design which the Corps of Engineers is now 
proposing provides for the storage of 1,200,000 acre-feet of water as compared 
to the 700,000 acre-feet of water which was agreed to be the Maximum amount 
to be stored under the Rio Grande compact. 

Texas reluctantly agreed to the 700,000 acre-feet of storage as specified in 
the compact and did this only with the full understanding that an uncontrolled 
outlet would be provided, but we cannot concur in the new design which provides 
for the storage of 1,200,000 acre-feet of water as now contemplated. 

As we understand it from the Corps of Engineers the provision for discharge 
of floodwaters would be a mechanically controlled sluiceway located in the lower 
portion of the dam and no consideration is being given to providing the uncon- 
trolled spillway which was provided for and set forth in the compact The 
only reason which has been given to us for this change in design is that it 
effects an economy of the Federal Government of approximately $900,000. We 
would like to call your attention to the fact that there are considerations involved 
in this new proposed design which, in our minds, tend to offset this estimated 
economy and it may actually resolve against the best interests of TeXas in the 
long run, because this $900,000 saving does not tell the whole story. We regret 
that we find it necessary to insist upon the maintenance of the provisions of 
the compact despite the apparent saving of $900,000 to the Federal Government. 
Inasmuch as some $30 million is involved in the appropriation for this project, 
we feel that other economies may be effected if $900,000 must be saved in this 
project as authorized by the Congress. Frankly, we are not convinced that the 
claimed $900,000 is a justifiable reduction in the cost of the project when 
operating conditions are taken into consideration. 

The original compact conditions were carried in the Chamia Dam and Reser- 
voir summary report on site selection and economic aspects of alternate projects 
considered. You are already acquainted with these conditions and we merely 
restate them for the benefit of the record. I would further like to call your 
attention to the fact that the approval of the Rio Grande compact as set forth 
in a report of the Chief of Engineers dated April 5, 1948, included these pro- 
visions. The Flood Control Act of 1948, approved June 30, 1948, Public Law 
858, SOth Congress, chapter 771, 2d session, also reiterates these provisions and 
states that “the construction of the spillway gate structure at Chamita Dam 
shall be deferred so long as New Mexico shall have accrued debits as defined 
by the Rio Grande compact * * *.” We understand that New Mexico has not 
accrued credits to offset the debits that the State has incurred and we feel, 
therefore, that the compact conditions should prevail. 

Unless the foregoing provisions are maintained as set out in the compact 
for the design of the Abiquiu Dam or dams, I feel that the compact will be 
abrogated. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. M. Drxon, 


Chairman, Board of Water Engineers 


Mr. Kirwan. You may proceed, Mr. Scott. 
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STATEMENT OF LOUIS A. SCOTT 


Mr. Scorr. My name is Louis A. Scott. Iam Rio Grande compact 
commissioner for the State of Texas. My address is 1100 First 
National Building, E1] Paso, Tex. 

Mr. Chairman, I might interpolate at this point and say that under 
the Rio Grande compact the commissioner for Texas has jurisdiction 
up to and including the Elephant Butte Dam and Reservoir in New 
Mexico. It is somewhat of an analogous situation that an agency or 
officer of another State should have jurisdiction in another State, but 
that isa fact under the Rio Grande compact. 

There is included in the budget for fiscal year 1957 an item of 
$1,500,000 for construction of a high dam across the Chama River at 
or near Abiquiu, N. Mex. 

The Chama River is the principal tributary of the Rio Grande in 
New Mexico. 

The Rio Grande Federal reclamation project lies in the southern 
part of New Mexico and in El] Paso County, Tex. Water for the irri- 
gation of approximately 170,000 acres of fertile lands within the 
project comes from Elephant Butte Reservoir, which is created by 
the Elephant Butte Dam across the Rio Grande about 125 miles up- 
stream from the city of El Paso. 

Anything that prevents or interferes with the normal flow of water 
of the Rio Grande into Elephant Butte Reservoir results in serious 
harm and detriment not only to the landowners but to the entire econ- 
omy of the area. The city of El Paso with a population of more than 
180,000 obtains a substantial part of its municipal water supply from 
the Rio Grande, and the city furnishes a large amount of water to 
military installations in and near E] Paso. 

Prior to 1948 the Corps of Engineers proposed the construction of 
dams across the Rio Grande and Rio Chama in New Mexico. The 
plans submitted by the corps were vigorously opposed by the States 
of Colorado and Texas, these two States and New Mexico being the 
signatory States to the Rio Grande compact. 

As the result of this opposition a compromise agreement was reached 
in June 1948 by the three States, one of the terms of the agreement 
being that one dam would be constructed across the Rio C hama at or 
near Chamita, N. Mex., to impound about 945,000 acre-feet of water 
for flood and sedimentation control, but spillway gates were not to be 
installed until New Mexico was out of debt to Texas for water under 
the terms of the Rio Grande compact and has consistently accrued 
credits under the compact. The provision as to spillway gates auto- 
matically limited storage to 700,000 acre-feet. 

At the time this agreement was made New Mexico owed a large 
amount of water to Texas and this debt has continued up to the present 
time. As of December 31, 1955, New Mexico’s debt to Texas was 
477,000 acre-feet. 

The compromise agreement so made was written into the Flood 
Control Act of 1948, approved June 30, 1948, Public Law 858, title IT, 
section 203. Paragraph (a) of the act makes e xpress mention of non- 
construction of spillway gates, the effect of which is to limit storage 
to 700,000 acre-feet. 
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In September 1953 the Corps of Engineers published what is en- 
titled “Chamita Dam and Reservoir Summary Re ‘port on Site Selec- 
tion and Economic Aspects of Alternate Projects Considered.” In 
this report the corps proposes to construct 2 dams across the Chama 
River, a high dam at Abiquiu with a storage capacity of 1,211,000 
acre-feet, and a low dam at Chamita having storage capacity of 251,000 
acre-feet, making a total of 1,462,000 acre-feet, or more than twice the 
amount of storage authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1948. 

Texas entered vigorous written protests with the Corps of Engineers 
and several conferences were had with the district engineer, Albu- 
querque, N. Mex., District, and other personnel of that office over the 
large additional storage provided by the two dams. The position of 
Texas has been and is that the plan as proposed by the corps is not 
authorized by any act of the Congress, and that it violates the provi- 
sions of the Rio Grande compact and is contrary to the Flood Control 
Act of 1948. 

The reasons given by the corps for the construction of 2 dams 
instead of 1 are that the 2 structures can be built for ana antially 
less cost than 1, and that soil conditions at Abiquiu are more favorable 
for a high dam than at Chamita. 

Texas informed the corps that no objection would be made to the 
revised plans provided the Abiquiu Dam would be constructed with 
an uncontrolled outlet so as to limit storage to approximately 562,000 
acre-feet and the structure at Chamita would be designed so that both 
dams would not impound more than 700,000 acre-feet, as authorized 
by the Flood Control Act of 1948, but if this were not done Texas 
would take the position that she is no longer bound by the agreement 
made in 1948 and would oppose any plan which deviates from the 1948 
authorizing legislation. 

There is attached to and made a part of this statement (exhibit A) 
copy of a letter from the Honorable Allan Shivers, Governor of Texas, 
to Maj. Gen. Samuel D. Sturgis, Jr., Chief of Engineers, under date 
of April 27, 1954. 

As a result of the protests and conferences mentioned, the corps 
agreed to revise its plans for the 2 dams so as to conform to the de- 
mands of Texas by providing an uncontrolled outlet in the Abiquiu 
Dam, and to limit combined storage of the 2 dams to 700,000 acre-feet. 
In confirmation of this statement there is attached hereto as exhibit 
B copy of letter under date of December 2, 1954, from the district 
engineer to Louis A. Scott, Rio Grande compact commissioner for 
Texas. In another letter from the same district engineer to the same 
commissioner, dated Janauary 21, 1955, the statement is made that 
a report has now been submitted to the Public Works Committees advising them 
of the corps’ present intention to modify the original plan as previously outlined. 
The district engineer meant that the corps had revised its plans to 
provide an uncontrolled outlet in the Abiquiu Dam and that maximum 
storage of the 2 dams would not exceed 700.000 acre-feet. 

In the Annual Report of the Chief of Engineers, United States 
Army, on Civil Works Activities, 1955, relating to flood-control im- 
provements in the Albuquerque, N. Mex., district, at pages 662 and 663, 
will be found statements to the effect that the Abiquiu Dam will con- 
tain an uncontrolled outlet and that combined capacity of the 2 dams 
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will be limited to 700,000 acre-feet. There then follows this significant 
sentence: 

The uncontrolled outlet tunnel was provided in order to limit the reservoir 
storage to the required and sedimentation reserve capacities pursuant to the 
provisions of the authorizing legislation and to satisfy the interests of the State 
of Texas under the Rio Grande compact. 

It was thought no further difficulties would be experienced with 
regard to the Abiquiu-Chamita project in view of the assurances ob- 
tained from the Corps of Engineers, but a wholly unanticipated event 

occurred. When hearings were he ld by the subcommittee of the House 

‘ Representatives Committee on Public Works appropriation bill 
fiscal year 1956, testimony was elicited from an officer of the corps 
stationed in Washington to ‘the effect that an uncontrolled outlet in 
the Abiquiu Dam is not needed for the physical functioning of the 
project, and that such an outlet will add approximately $950,000 
to the cost of the dam, (See pp. 381-383 of the hearings before the 
subcommittee.) Apparently the subcommittee were pe rsuaded by this 
testimony to eliminate the uncontroHed outlet and to make no change 
of any k ind in the plan as proposed by the Corps of Engineers in its 
September 1953 report, heretofore mentioned, because the committee 
report states that the project— 
can be built with a controlled outlet which will properly meet the needs of the 


Various States involved in complying with the water compact between the States 
in the Rio Grande Basin— 


that- 


the uncontrolled outlet is completely unnecessary to the proper functioning of the 
project— 


and— 


and further estimates submitted to the Congress for planning or contraction on 
this project should be based on excluding this unnecessary feature (pp. 18 and 19 
of public works appropriation bill, fiscal year 1956, House of Representatives 
Rept. 747 from the Committee on Appropriations, to accompany H. R. 6766). 

This action was taken by the subcommittee without hearing anyone 
on behalf of Texas or the Rio Grande compact commission, “and de- 
= the fact that in the Secretary of the Army’s report on November 

1954, to the Public Warks Committee of C ongress the statement 
was made that the Chief of Engineers was planning the Abiquiu Dam 
with an uncontrolled outlet 
in order to meet the provisions of the authorizing legislation limiting storage 
on the Rio Chama * * * so that the total controlled storage in the two-dam 
plan would not exceed that contemplated in the authorization— 
and that the Secretary of the Army concurred with the Chief of 
Engineers. 

The result of the above-stated action by the subcommittee is that 
the Corps of Engineers has been instructed to eliminate the uncon- 
trolled outlet in the Abiquiu Dam and thereby authorize construction 
of the Abiquiu project as originally proposed by the corps in its Sep- 
tember 1953 report. 

Negotiations leading up to the legislation contained in the Flood 
Control Act of 1948, which limits storage to 700,000 acre-feet, were 
participated in by representatives of Color ado, New Mexico, and 
Texas, the signatory States to the Rio Grande compact, and by the 











667 


Corps of Engineers. The law as enacted was approved by all of these 
parties before the act was introduced in Congress. The United States 
is a party to the Rio Grande compact in that the Congress consented 
to and approved the same by Public Law No. 96, May 31, 1989, chap 
ter 155 (53 Stat. 785). 

The plan as proposed by the Corps of Engineers in its September 
1953 report was approved by the States of Colorado and New Mexico 
on the condition that the project would conform to the 1948 author- 
izing legislation which limits storage to 700,000 acre-feet. See ex- 
hibit C attached hereto, being a copy of a letter dated June 23, 1954, 
from the Colorado Water Conservation Board to S. D. Sturgis, Jr., 
Chief of Engineers, and exhibit D, being a copy of a letter dated 
June 24, 1954, from the Honorable Edwin L. Mechem, Governor of 
New Mexico, to Chief of Engineers. Exhibit A (previously men 
tioned in this statement) is a copy of a letter from the Governor of 
Texas to the Chief of Engineers protesting the plan proposed by the 
corps in its September 1953 report unless it be re : ised to comply with 
the 1948 authorizing legislation. 

Surely this committee will not recommend to the Congress that the 
Corps of Engineers be authorized to construct the Abiquiu-Chamita 
project in accordance with the report of September 1953. ‘To do so 
will amount to a nullification of the agreement that was entered into in 
good faith by the three compact States in 1948 and contained in the 
Flood Control Act of that year. To authorize storage facilities more 
than twice the amount agreed upon in 1948 by the affected States 
and approved at that time by the Corps of Engineers, will result in 
irreparable damage and injury to all lands under the Rio Grande 
Federal reclamation project because these lands will be deprived of 
water that would otherwise reach Elephant Butte Reservoir for 
storage and use on project lands. This would cause the loss of millions 
of dollars to landowners, would render them unable to repay to the 
United States the balance now owing on construction costs of the 
project, would cause many thousands of highly fertile acres to revert 
to desert, and would be disastrous to the economy of New Mexico and 
west Texas. 

Neither Colorado nor New Mexico is opposing the position of Texas 
in this matter. The Corps of Engineers will, of course, abide the in 
structions of the Congress. We therefore respectfully urge this com 
mittee to write into any appropriation for further work on the 
Abiquiu-Chamita project a provision and requirement that an un 
controlled outlet be installed in the Abiquiu Dam and that all of the 
project works be so designed and constructed that the amount of 
water to be physically stored shall not exceed 700,000 acre-feet. 

Accompanying this statement are statements from the following 
persons: 

Raymond A. Hill, a water engineer of national repute and engineer 
adviser to the Rio Grande compact commissioner for Texas; N. B. 
Phillips, manager of El Paso County Water Improvement District 
No. 1; John L. Gregg, manager of Elephant Butte Irrigation District 
in New Mexico, 

These two districts form the Rio Grande Federal reclamation 
project. 
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There is attached as exhibit E copy of a resolution adopted by the 
board of directors of the E] Paso Chamber of Commerce on March 13, 
1956. 

The time allotted us does not permit the reading of any of these 
papers but they contain much valuable and pertinent information and 
merit careful consideration by this committee. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


ExHIbiTt A 
APRIL 27, 1954. 
Re Middle Rio Grande project. 
Maj. Gen. SAMUEL D. Srureris, Jr., 
Chief of Engineers, United States Department of the Army, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear GENERAL StTurGIsS: When the construction of Rio Grande works by the 
Corps of Engineers was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1948, certain 
limitations were incorporated, including: 

“Construction of the spillway gate structure at Chamita Dam shall be deferred 
so long as New Mexico shall have accrued debits as defined by the Rio Grande 
compact and until New Mexico shall consistently accrue credits pursuant to 
the Rio Grande compact.” 

In the report transmitted by the Chief of Engineers on April 5, 1948 (81st 
Cong., Ist sess. H. Doc. No. 243), it was stated on page 62 that the total storage 
capacity of Chamita Reservoir would be 945,000 acre-feet, including storage 
capacity created by installation of gates in the spillway. Elimination of these 
gates as required by the act authorizing the project thus physically limited the 
total capacity of Chamita Reservoir to 700,000 acre-feet. 

Recently the district engineer, Albuquerque district, furnished to the Rio 
Grande compact commissioner for Texas a report entitled “Chamita Dam 
and Reservoir Summary Report on Site Selection and Economic Aspects of 
Alternate Projects Considered,” dated September 1953. In this report the pro- 
posal is made to modify the authorized plan by construction of a smaller dam 
at Chamita and a high dam at the Abiquiu site further upstream on Rio Chama. 
The total capacity of these reservoirs would be 1,511,000 acre-feet. The district 


engineer states that 698,000 acre-feet of the capacity in Abiquiu Reservoir would ° 


be used only to minimize outflow through the spillway, and that restriction upon 
use of this excess capacity would be controlled by regulations. In my opinion 
this does not meet the requirements of the Flood Control Act of 1948. 

The suggestion was made to the district engineer on behalf of the State of 
Texas that an uncontrolled outlet be provided at Abiquiu Dam so as to limit 
physically the volume of water storable in both Abiquiu and Chamita Reser- 
voirs to the physical limit set by the authorizing legislation. The district engi- 
neer has signified his unwillingness to accept this modification of his present 
plan. 

I, therefore, request that in the preparation of any plans for a flood-control 
project on Rio Chama the stipulations contained in the Flood Control Act of 
1948 be complied with. These limitations were included in the act to protect 
the users of Rio Grande water below the Rio Chama and I feel those rights 
should be safeguarded. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALLAN SHIVERS. 


ExnHrsit B 


CorPs OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ENGINEER, 
ALBUQUERQUE DISTRICT, 
Albuquerque, N. Mez., December 2, 1954. 
Subject : Modification of the authorized Chama River project. 
To: Mr. Louis A. Scott, Rio Grande compact commissioner for Texas, First 
National Bank Building, El Paso, Tex. 

DeEAR Mr. Scott: Your letter of November 26, 1954, with reference to the sub- 

ject project has been received. I regret that it has not been possible to furnish 
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you with information on further developments since the conference in Mr. Phillips’ 
office during June of this year. In accordance with the understandings reached 
at the confernece, all planning for the Abiquiu and low Chamita projects since 
that time has been on the basis of providing an uncontrolled outlet in the Abiquiu 
Dam which would limit the combined physical capacity in the two projects to the 
same as that authorized. 

Information is not available to me at this time upon which to base a reply to 
your question in regard to the status of the plan of procedure to be used by the 
Chief of Engineers on the proposed modification. I am taking the liberty of 
forwarding a copy of your letter to the Chief of Engineers with a request for 
information upon which to base a reply. When the information is received, a 
reply to your letter will be made immediately. 

Your interest and cooperation in these projects are appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
LYNN C. BARNES, 
Colonel, CE, District Enginee) 





EXHIBIT C 


COLORADO WATER CONSERVATION BOARD, 
Denver, Colo., June 23, 1954. 
S. D. Sturgis, JR., 
Major General, Chief of Engineers, 
Department of the Army, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR GENERAL SturGis: At a meeting of the Colorado Water Conservation 
Board held June 12, 1954, the board voted to interpose no objections to the pro- 
posed Chamita Dam and Reservoir project as described in the Summary Report 
on Site Selection and Economic Aspects of Alternate Projects Considered and 
dated September 1953. 

This action was taken with the understanding that the project would “be sub 
ject to the following conditions and limitations (see p. 2, Chamita Dam and 
Reservoir, Summary Report on Site Selection and Economic Aspects of Alternate 
Projects Considered) : 

(a) Construction of the spillway gate structure at Chamita Dam shall be 
deferred so long as New Mexico shall have accrued debits as defined by the Rio 
Grande compact and until New Mexico shall consistently accrue credits pur 
suant to the Rio Grande compact; 

(6) Chiflo Dam and Reservoir on Rio Grande shall be excluded from the 
middle Rio Grande project authorized herein without prejudice to subsequent 
consideration of Chiflo Dam and Reservoir by the Congress ; 

(c) The Bureau of Reclamation, in conjunction with other interested Federal 
agencies, is directed to make studies to determine feasible ways and means of 
reducing nonbeneficial consumption of water by native vegetation in the flood 
plain of Rio Grande and its principal tributaries above Caballo Reservoir; and 

(d) At all times when New Mexico shall have accrued debits as defined by 
Rio Grande compact all reservoirs constructed as a part of the project shall 
be operated solely for flood control except as otherwise required by the Rio 
Grande compact, and at all times all project works shall be operated in con 
formity with the Rio Grande compact as it is administered by the Rio Grande 
Compact Commission. 

The above statement is made under authority of chapter 265, session laws of 
Colorado of 1938, creating the Colorado Water Conservation Board and defining 
its functions and in accordance with the designation of such board by the 
Governor pursuant to section I of the act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. S87), 
as the official State agency to act in such matters. 

Respectfully yours, 
DAN THORNTON, 
Governor and Chairman of the Board. 
IvAN C. CRAWFORD, 
Director of the Board 
HATFIELD CHILSON, 
ittorney for the Board. 
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Exarsit D 


JUNE 24, 1954. 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Corps of Engineers, United States Army, 
Pentagon Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Drar Stk: We have been informed by Col. Lynn C. Barnes, Albuquerque dis- 
trict engineer, that physical conditions at the Chamita Dam site of the middle 
Rio Grande project have resulted in a redesign of the Chamita Dam and Reser- 
voir. It is our understanding that the site will now be combined with the 
Abiquiu, part of the storage being provided at Abiquiu Dam site and part of it 
at a low Chamita site. It is also understood that the revised plan will result 
in substantial savings in cost of the reservoir. 

It is our view that the revision to distribute the storage which would have 
been created by a high Chamita Dam into the two reservoirs does not constitute 
a substantive change in the plans, therefore, should not require amended 
authorization. 

The State of New Mexico approves of the recommended change provided the 
total amount of storage for flood control and sediment detention in the two 
reservoir sites will not exceed the amount of storage approved by the legislation 
authorizing the middle Rio Grande project. Also, that all other provisions of 
that act regarding this project will be adhered to. 

Sincerely, 
Epwin L. MECHEM. 


’ 


ExHIisir E 


RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF EL Paso, TEx., CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE ON Marcn 13, 1956 


Whereas in the year 1948 the Congress of the United States enacted what is 
known as the Flood Control Act of 1948 (Public Law 858 of the 80th Cong.), which 
act, among other things, authorizes the construction by the Corps of Engineers 
of the United States Army of a dam across the Chama River at Chamita, N. Mex., 
for flood-control purposes, such dam to impound approximately 700,000 acre-feet 
of water and not to be provided with spillway gates so long as New Mexico shall 
have accrued debits as defined by the Rio Grande compact and until New Mexico 
shall consistently accrue credits pursuant to the compact; and 

Whereas Public Law 858 was enacted by the Congress as the result of an 
agreement between Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas, the signatory States to 
the Rio Grande compact, and was approved by the Corps of Engineers before 
enactment ; and 

Whereas it has been brought to the attention of the board of directors of the 
El Paso, Tex., Chamber of Commerce that the Corps of Engineers has revised its 
plans for the construction of one dam at Chamita and now proposes to build a 
high dam at Abiquiu, N. Mex., capable of impounding approximateley 1,200,000 
acre-feet of water, and a low dam at Chamita to hold approximately 300,000 
acre-feet, making a total of 1,500,000 acre-feet of water to be contained behind 
the two dams, which is more than twice the amount of water contemplated to be 
stored and authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1948; and 

Whereas representatives of Texas have protested the revised plans of the 
Corps of Engineers unless the Abiquiu Dam is constructed with an uncontrolled 
outlet so as to physically limit storage behind the 2 dams (Abiquiu and Chamita ) 
to 700,000 acre-feet of water, pursuant to the authorizing legislation; and 

Whereas we have been advised that in 1955 the subcommittee of the House 
of Representatives Committee on Appropriations for Civil Works eliminated 
from appropriations for construction of the Abiquiu Dam provisions for an 
uncontrolled outlet as requested by Texas, for the reason that such an outlet will 
add approximately $1 million to the cost of the dam: and 

Whereas the State of New Mexico has accrued debits to the State of Texas 
under the Rio Grande compact in the amount of approximately 477,000 acre-feet 
of water ; and 

Whereas the Chama River is the principal tributary of the Rio Grande in New 
Mexico and a large quantity of the water reaching Elephant Butte Reservoir 
in New Mexico comes from the Chama River; and 

Whereas water stored in Elephant Butte Reservoir is the main supply of 
water for the irrigation of approximately 170,000 acres of fertile lands under 
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the Rio Grande Federal reclamation project and if this supply is reduced or 
impaired the effect on the economy of the whole area will be disastrous and 
landowners under the project will be unable to finish repayment to the United 
States of the construction costs of the project: and 

Whereas the city of El Paso obtains a substantial part of its municipal water 
supply from the Rio Grande and anything that is done to restrict the volume 
of water in the river will limit the city’s taking of water for municipal purposes ; 
and 

Whereas, we believe that the 1948 legislation, which was adopted as the 
result of an agreement between the three compact States, and which was 
approved by the Corps of Engineers, should be observed and respected: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Fl Paso, Tex., Chamber of Commerce hereby protests the 
construction of the Abiquiu and Chamita Dams unless the Abiquiu Dam is 
provided with an uncontrolled outlet as requested and approved by representa- 
tives of the State of Texas, and that the storage capacity of both dams be 
limited to 700,000 acre-feet of water as authorized by the Flood Control Act of 
1948. The construction of two dams capable of storing approximately 1,500,000 
acre-feet of water with controlled outlets cannot result in anything but a depri- 
vation of water that would otherwise be available for the Rio Grande Federal 
reclamation project and the city of FE! Paso; be it further 

Resolved, That we commend the efforts of United States Senators Lyndon 
Johnson and Price Daniel, and Congressman J. T. Rutherford, in assisting 
Texas to get the Congress to provide for construction of the Abiquiu and 
Chamita Dams in accordance with the intent and purpose of the Flood Control 
Act of 1948, and we request their continued help in this matter which is so vital 
to the welfare and interests of this section of Texas; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions be furnished the Senate and House 
Committees on Appropriations for Civil Works, and that copies also be sent to 
Senators Johnson and Daniel and Congressman Rutherford. 


LEEDS, Hitt, & JEWETT, 
Los Angeles 17, Calif., March 23, 1956. 
Subject : Abiquiu Dam on Rio Chama, N. Mex. 
Mr. Louis A. Scort, 
Rio Grande Compact Commissioner for Teras, 
El Paso, Tex. 

DEAR Mr. Scott: You have asked me as your engineering adviser to review the 
circumstances leading up to authorization of the Feders! middle Rio Grande 
project for flood control (Act of June 30, 1948, 62 Stat. 1171) and to comment on 
the present proposal of the Corps of Engineers to construct a dam on Rio Chama 
at Abiquiu in lieu of the dam authorized at Chamita. 


ORIGINAL INVESTIGATIONS 


The project authorized in 1948 was the outgrowth of investigations made sep- 
arately by the Corps of Engineers and by the Bureau of Reclamation. Each of 
these agencies worked for several vears without coordination of effort and severe 
conflicts of interest naturally arose. The President then directed that the re- 
ports be coordinated. These were completed in 1947 and submitted to the gov- 
ernors of the interested States for comment. 

Prior to formal submission of the reports to the governors there had been ex- 
tensive discussions between the Federal agencies concerned and representatives 
of the several States, all of whom are parties to the Rio Grande compact. It 
Was found during these discussions that interpretations of the Rio Grande com- 
pact by the Federal agencies were not consistent with the views of the technical 
advisers to the Rio Grande compact commissioners. The stud‘es being made 
by the Federal agencies were then revised to show how the project could be 
operated under the limitations imposed by the Rio Grande compact. 


APPROVAL OF PROJECT 


When the reports of the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclama 
tion were submitted to the Governors of the States party to Rio Grande Com- 
pact, formal reports were made by each State which are of record in either 
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Senate or House documents. These included objections to certain units of 
the project, because it was believed that the Corps of Engineers could not 
operate all of the proposed works in conformity with the provisions of the 
Rio Grande compact. The reports of the Federal agencies were neverthe- 
less submitted to the Congress without amendment and a joint bill was 
introduced by Senators Chavez and Hatch of New Mexico providing for author- 
ization of all units of the project. 

This bill was objected to so vigorously by spokesmen for Colorado and Texas 
that its passage became doubtful. Accordingly, spokesmen for the State of 
New Mexico then requested that some compromise be reached. Extended 
discussions were carried on in May 1948, resulting in a draft of a substitute 
bill incorporating the agreement reached by spokesmen for the three States. 
Representatives of the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation 
participated in the draft of this substitute bill and gave their approval to 
it. Senators Chavez and Hatch then withdrew their original bill and pre- 
sented the agreed substitute. This bill was recommended favorably by the 
Senate Public Works Committee and passed the Congress in substantially 
the form agreed to by the States and the Federal agencies concerned. 


STIPULATED LIMITATIONS ON PROJECT 


It was recognized by the negotiators, of whom I was one, that there were 
differences of opinion with respect to the application of certain provisions of 
the compact. It was further recognized by the negotiators that so long as 
New Mexico had accrued debits, the interests of both Colorado and Texas 
would be jeopardized if any storage capacity were provided in New Mexico that 
could be used for conservation or for regulation beyond that required solely 
for flood control. 

Consequently, Chiflo Dam on Rio Grande near the Colorado-New Mexico 
State line was eliminated from the project without prejudice to subsequent 
authorization as a separate project, and provision was made for limiting 
physically the capacity of Chamita Reservoir on Rio Chama to 700,000 acre-feet. 
It was the intent of the negotiators of the compromise to defer the creation 
of any more than this amount of storage capacity in new reservoirs on Rio 
Chama, as well as to require that all works should be operated in conformity 
with the Rio Grande compact as it is administered by the Rio Grande compact 
commissioners. 

PROPOSED MODIFICATION 


Prior to the time when the President directed the Corps of Engineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation to coordinate their studies, the latter agency was pro- 
moting a dam at Abiquiu for conservation purposes and the Corps of Engineers 
was insisting that storage for flood control had to be at Chamita. We now 
have a situation in which the Corps of Engineers proposes to construct its pri- 
mary flood-control reservoir at Abiquiu. 

Appropriations are now being requested of the Congress for initial construc- 
tion of a dam at Abiquiu approximately 25 miles upstream from Chamita having 
a total capacity exceeding 1,200,000 acre-feet for the control of floods from part 
of the watershed, in lieu of the provision of 700,000 acre-feet of storage originally 
authorized at Chamita. Construction of Abiquiu Dam as now proposed by the 
Corps of Engineers would be in direct conflict with the compromise reached in 
1948 by the States concerned; a compromise that had the approval of the Corps 
of Engineers and that was incorporated in the act authorizing the Federal 
Middle Rio Grande flood-control project. 


REQUISITE RESERVATION 


It is not now sufficient that spokesmen for the Corps of Engineers should state 
that Abiquiu Dam and Reservoir could be operated in conformity with the Rio 
Grande compact. The facts are that if this dam had been constructed 5 years 
ago in the manner now proposed it could not physically have been operated in 
conformity with the compact. Flood flows in Rio Chama would inevitably have 
been intercepted, impounded, and released at rates of flow divertible into canals 
serving lands in Middle Rio Grande Valley. Such storave would have been in 
direct violation of the provisions of article VII of Rio Grande compact, and the 
subsequent releases would have been in clear violation of article VI. 
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The least that should be done in protection of the interests of Colorado as 
well as the interests of Texas would be for the present Congress to recognize 
that the prior Congress subordinated the Middle Rio Grande project to the Rio 
Grande compact. This could easily be done by providing in the appropriation 
act that the United States, acting through the Corps of Engineers or any other 
Federal agency responsible for operation of Abiquiu Dam or any other works 
of the Federal Middle Rio Grande project, shall be bound by the provisions of 
the Rio Grande compact. This would carry with it the requirement that the 
design of the works be such as to permit physical compliance with the provisions 
of the compact. 

There should be no objection to inccrporation of such a provision, in view of 
the specific language in the original authvrization act and recent statements of 
good intent on the part of spokesmen for the Corps of Engineers. 

Yours very truly, 
RAYMOND A. HILL, 
Engineer Adviser for Teras. 


Mr. Scorr. Mr. Chairman, I would also like to introduce, with the 
permission of the committee, a letter from the Dona Ana County 
“arm and Livestock Bureau addressed to Congressman Joe L. Evins, 
Subcommittee on Public Works Appropriations, dated March 20, 
1956; also a letter from the Mesilla Valley Chamber of Commerce, 
again addressed to Mr. Evins, dated March 21, 1956; and a third letter 
from the Elephant Butte Water Rights Association addressed to Mr. 
Evins under date of March 23, 1956. 

Mr. Kirwan. Without objection, the letters will be received for the 
record at this point. 

( The letters referred to follow :) 


Dona ANA COUNTY FARM AND LIVESTOCK BUREAU, 
Las Cruces, N. Mex., March 20, 1956. 
Congressman JOE L. Evins, 
Subcommittee on Public Works Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN EvINS: Please include this letter in the record of hearings 
on appropriations for the construction of the high Abiquiu Dam, Chama River, 
N. Mex. 

The Dona Ana County Farm and Livestock Bureau, representing 1,549 farm 
families in Dona Ana County, N. Mex., is opposed to the appropriation of funds 
for the construction of the high Abiquiu Dam on the Chama River, N. Mex.. 
according to plans prepared by the Corps of Engineers. Abiquiu Dam is a unit 
in the flood-control program in the Rio Grande Basin of New Mexico. 

Present plans of the Corps of Engineers call for 1,260,000 acre-feet of capacity 
at Abiquiu and an additional 251,000 acre-feet of capacity at Chamita, near the 
mouth of the Chama River. This makes a total of 1,511,000 acre-feet as compared 
with a maximum of 945,000 acre-feet contemplated in 1948. The plans upon which 
the 1948 authorization was based were in the nature of a compromise agreement 
among the States of Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas, to which agreement 
the Corps of Engineers acceded. Present plans override this agreement to the 
extent of almost half a million acre-feet of storage capacity. 

The water supply of this area, which is located in southern New Mexico, 
originates in northern New Mexico and in southern Colorado. It is subject to 
control by upstream reservoirs. We oppose the provision of more reservoir 
capacity than was agreed to by this area in 1948. Such additional capacity could 
be used in a manner that would interfere with the delivery of irrigation water 
to our area. 

The sole reason advanced by the Corps of Engineers for the radical change 
made in plans for Chama River flood control is an estimated saving in cost of 
construction. 

In this connection, we invite the attention of the committee to the fact that 
the Corps of Engineers investigated the possibility of a low dam at Abiquiu, 
involving 562,000 acre-feet of capacity, but rejected the structure because its 
cost would be $1 million in excess of the cost of the high dam. We urge your 
committee to instruct the Corps of Engineers to reconsider this decision as a 
means to complying with the agreement made in 1948. The Federal Government, 
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through the Corps of Engineers, participated in this agreement and should adhere 
to it. We believe that the expenditure of an additional million dollars for the 
construction of the low dam at Abiquiu would be justified in view of the obligation 
of the Federal Government to respect the 1948 agreement which was set forth in 
legislation authorizing flood-control works in the Rio Grande Basin of New 
Mexico (Public Law 858, SOth Cong., 2d sess. ). 
Very truly yours, 
JAMES I’, Cote, President. 


MESILLA VALLEY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Las Cruces, N. Mex., March 21, 1956. 
Congressman JoE L. Evins, 
Subcommittee on Public Works Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DraR CONGRESSMAN Evins: Please include this letter as part of the record 
of hearings pertaining to the appropriation of funds for the construction of the 
high Abiquiu Dam, Chama River, N. Mex., which is a portion of the flood- 
control works for the Rio Grande Basin, N. Mex. 

The Mesilla Valley Chamber of Commerce is opposed to the appropriation 
of funds for the construction of the high Abiquiu Dam, because this dam will 
create unneeded reservoir capacity in northern New Mexico and is contrary to 
the terms of an agreement reached in 1948 among the States of Colorado, New 
Mexico, and Texas, which agreement was approved by the Federal Govern- 
ment, through the Corps of Engineers. The agreement is set forth in that 
portion of Public Law 858, 80th Congress, 2d session, that applies to the Rio 
Grande Basin, N. Mex. This agreement placed a maximum limitation upon 
storage capacity on the Chama River in New Mexico of 945,000 acre-feet. 

Tne reservoir behind the high Albiquiu Dam, as now proposed by the Corps 
of Engineers, would contain 1,260,000 acre-feet of capacity. An additional 
reservoir of 251,000 acre-feet capacity is planned at the mouth of the Chama 
River, making a total of 1,511,000 acre-feet of capacity on that stream. This 
exceeds the maximum capacity agreed to in 1948 by over half a million acre- 
feet. 

We feel that the Federal Government is obligated to respect the 1948 agreement, 
even though the cost of so doing will moderately exceed the cost of present 
plans. 

In preparing plans for flood control on the Chama River, in New Mexico, the 
Corps of Engineers suggested a low dam at Abiquiu, with a reservoir containing 
562,000 acre-feet of capacity, but rejected this structure because its cost would 
exceed that of a high dam by about $1 million. It seems to us that the Federal 
yovernment could well afford to spend this additional sum in order to comply 
with the provisions of the 1948 agreement relative to reservoir capacity on the 
Chama River. 

We respectfully request your committee to refuse to appropriate funds for 
the construction of the high dam at Abiquiu and to instruct the Corps of Engi- 
neers to revise its plans in such a manner that reservoir capacity on the Chama 
River will not exceed the figure agreed upon in 1948. 

Sincerely, 
J.H. Bowen, President. 





ELEPHANT BUTTE WATER RIGHTS ASSOCIATION, 
Las Cruces, N. Mewr., March 23, 1956. 
Congressman Jor L. Evins, 
Subcommittee on Public Works Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Evins: It will be appreciated if vou will place this state- 
ment in the record of hearings on appropriations for the construction of the high 
Abiquiu Dam, Chama River, N. Mex., which forms a portion of the flood-control 
works for Rio Grande and tributaries, New Mexico. 

The Eelephant Butte Water Rights Association is opposed to the appropriation 
of funds for the construction of the high Abiquiu Dam as now proposed by the 
Corps of Engineers. 

The Elephant Butte Water Rights Association is composed of 1,400 individuals 
residing in the Elephant Butte irrigation district in southern New Mexico. Its 
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principal interest is the protection of the irrigation water supply of this section 
of New Mexico. 

The association believes that the construction of the high Abiquiu Dam will 
jeopardize the water supply of this area because the dam will provide re servoir 
capacity beyond that required for flood-control purposes on the Chama River, 
lending to methods of operation that will interfere with the flow of irrigation 
water to southern New Mexico. The Chama River is the principal tributary to 
the Rio Grande in New Mexico. 

The association participated in the proceedings that led to an agreement in 
1948 among the States of Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas relative to limitations 
upon reservoir capacity to be provided on the Chama River in New Mexico. This 
agreement met with the approval of the Federal Government and was written 
into Public Law 858, 80th Congress, 2d session. The maximum limitation was 
945,000 acre-feet, but present plans, as advanced by the Corps of Engineers, will 
provide a total of 1,511,000 acre-feet of capacity, consisting of 1,260,000 acre-feet 
at Abiquiu and 251.000 acre-feet at Chamita. This total is far in excess of the 
1948 figure and, we believe, is much greater than that required for proper flood 
control on the Chama River. 

The Corps of Engineers has investigated a low dam at Abiquiu that would 
create 562,000 acre-feet of capacity, but rejected this structure because its cost 
would exceed the cost of the high dam by $1 million. The low dam at Abiquiu, 
plus the contemplated dam at Chamita, would provide a total of 813,000 acre-feet 
of reservoir Capacity on the Chama River, which figure is within the maximum 
capacity agreed to in 1948. We feel that the Federal Government is obligated, 
by reason of the 1948 agreement, to keep reservoir capacity on the Chama River 
in New Mexico within a maximum of 945,000 acre-feet even though such action 
involves a somewhat higher expenditure. 

We respectfully urge your committee to instruct the Corps of Engineers to 
revise its present plans to the extent necessary to comply with the 1948 agreement 

Very truly yours, 
W. H. Gary, President. 


Mr. Scorr. That concludes my statement, gentlemen. 
Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. Congressman Fernandez, do you have 
something which vou desire to present to the committee ¢ 


STATEMENT OF HON. ANTONIO M, FERNANDEZ 


Mr. Fernanprez. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Dempsey and I were 
invited vesterday by these gentlemen to appear before the committee 
after we had a little conference in which we advised them, as we had 
already advised Mr. Rutherford some time ago, that we are in full 
accord with the request that there be an uncontrolled outlet at this 
project. 

By making the change which was agreed to, as I understand, 
the Commission and by the three States, particularly the States ot 
Texas and New Mexico, a very large savings of $9 million can be 
made. 

If we go back to the combined one project as originally provided 
for, it would cost $9 million more. 

The same thing is true, although I am no engineer, but it is my 
understanding, in regard to the Abiquiu project built low enough to 
comply with the authorization of 1948. It would cost, instead of $12 
million or thereabouts, $18 million or thereabouts. By the expendi- 
ture of $1 million for the uncontrolled outlet the compact, the 1948 
authorization and the agreements which were entered into afterwards 
when the change was made will be complied with and we will still 
sav $9 million. 

Speaking for myself—and I am sure that is the position of the 
entire New Mexico delegation—we feel that when an agreement is 
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entered into in these matters it should be lived up to, and we urge 
the committee to put in such language as may be necessary to provide 
for an uncontrolled outlet. 

Unfortunately, last year when the testimony was taken here which 
has been alluded to by Mr. Scott, none of us knew anything about it. 
As a matter of fact, it so happens that I was so interested in another 
of the hearings that I never did look at the testimony on this particu- 
lar part of the hear ings, and did not know there was any controversy 
and neither did I notice the statement made in the report until it was 

called to my attention a few days ago. 

If I had noticed that, I would have advised the committee at that 
time of my views about the matter. 

I am glad to have had this opportunity, however, to advise the sub- 
committee of our views and the views of the delegation, and to again 
express the hope that this committee put in such language as may be 
necessary to see to it that an uncontrolled outlet is provided at this 
very important proposed dam at Abiquiu and it will make it a much 
more efiicient dam, as a matter of fact. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Congressman Fernandez. Congress- 
man Dempsey, did you have anything which you wished to say? 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. DEMPSEY 


Mr. Dempsey. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I thoroughly agree 
with what Mr. Fernandez has said to you. I did not know until a 
few days ago that this provision was included and I think we should 
have an uncontrolled outlet at a certain height so it will impound not 
to exceed some 700,000 feet of water. That is our position. 

Mr. Kirwan. Do you have any other witnesses, Congressman 
Rutherford ? 

Mr. Rurnerrorp. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have permission 
to insert into the record a statement by the Elephant Butte Irrigation 
District as well as one by Mr. N. B. Phillips, manager of the El Paso 
County Water Improvement District No. 1, El Paso, Tex. 

Mr. Kirwan. Without objection, the statements will be received 
for the record at this point. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF THE ELEPHANT Butte IRRIGATION District, LAs Cruces, N. Mex., 
IN OPPOSITION TO THE APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE 
HieH Agiquivu DAM ON THE CHAMA (N. MEx.), A TRIBUTARY TO THE RIO GRANDE 














This statement is submitted by the Elephant Butte Irrigation District which 
is located in south central New Mexico and obtains its water supply from the 
Rio Grande. The district represents the interests of 2,000 water users residing 
in the New Mexico portion of the Bureau of Reclamation Rio Grande project 
(New Mexico-Texas). 

The Elephant Butte Irrigation District opposes the appropriations of funds 
for the construction of the proposed high dam at Abiquiu, on the Chama River, 
the principal tributary to the Rio Grande in New Mexico. Abiquiu Dam, as now 
planned by the Corps of Engineers, will create a reservoir with 1,260,000 acre- 
feet of capacity and will form part of the flood-control works on Rio Grande and 
tributaries, New Mexico. Future plans ¢all for another dam at the mouth of 
the Chama River that will create an additional 251,000 acre-feet of reservoir 
capacity to be provided. We feel that a binding agreement regarding the 
on that stream, in addition to 200,000 acre-feet of irrigation storage capacity 
now in existence. Maximum annual discharge of the stream at its mouth during 
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the period of record was about 1 million acre-feet. Average annual discharge 
is about 450,000 acre-feet. 

The flood-control program on Rio Grande and tributaries, New Mexico, was 
authorized in 1948 after a long controversy concerning the amount of reservoir 
capaiity to be provided. We feel that a binding agreement regarding the 
quantity of reservoir capacity on the Chama River in New Mexico was entered 
into in good faith in 1948 by Colorado, New Mexico, Texas, and the Federal 
Government. This agreement was incorporated in the legislation that author- 
ized the flood-control program on the Rio Grande and tributaries in New 
Mexico. Authorization provided for a single high dam at Chamita, near the 
mouth of the Chama River, with an initial capacity of about 700,000 acre-feet 
prior to installation of spillway gates. Spillway gates would have added 
245,000 acre-feet of additional capacity, making a total of 945,000 acre-feet. 
Authorizing legislation (Public Law 858, 80th Cong., 2d sess.) provided that 
“Construction of the spillway gate structure at Chamita Dam shall be deferred 
so long as New Mexico shall have accrued debits as defined by the Rio Grande 
compact and until New Mexico shall consistently accrue credits pursuant to the 
Rio Grande compact.” New Mexico has not yet begun to “consistently accrue 
credits” and, if the original Chamita were in operation, spillway gates would 
not be in place and storage capacity would be limited to 700,000 acre-feet. 

We are now confronted with a proposal from the Corps of Engineers to sub- 
stitute 2 reservoirs on the Chama River, with a combined capacity of 1,511,000 
acre-feet, for the original single reservoir with an initial capacity of 700,000 acre- 
feet and a maximum capacity of 945,000 acre-feet. 

The amount of reservoir capacity on the Rio Grande and its tributaries in 
northern New Mexico is a vital matter to areas in southern New Mexico that 
are dependent upon streamflow for irrigation because of the control over irri- 
gation water supplies that can be exercised by such capacity. Control of irri- 
zation water in a semiarid region is a matter of paramount importance. The 
amount of reservoir capacity authorized by the 1948 legislation was in excess 
of that believed necessary for flood control by our engineers, and was reluctantly 
agreed to, aS a compromise measure, because it was felt that some storage was 
essential for the control of floods entering the Rio Grande from the Chama River. 
We are opposed to further increases in reservoir capacity on the Chama River 
because such increases capacity is unnecessary and presents a threat to our 
water supply. The existence of reservoir capacity on the Chama River, far in 
excess of that needed for flood control, will invite attempts to put such capacity 
to other uses such as irrigation storage, or for the generation of power. 

At the time of the 1948 agreement, it was felt that the Rio Grande compact, 
an interstate compact among Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas, would protect 
the water supplies of irrigated areas in southern New Mexico and west Texas. 
However, the compact has not protected these areas. The compact is now 
involved in litigation and has been inoperative since 1952. There is no effec- 
tive control over the storage, release, diversion and use of water in the Rio 
Grande Basin in New Mexico at the present time. Should the compact prove to 
be permanently ineffective by reason of court decision, our anticipated pro- 
tection from this source will disappear. We will then be entirely dependent 
upon the operating policies of Federal agencies controlling the reservoirs above 
us for an adequate water supply. 

The only reason advanced by the Corps of Engineers for the material change 
made in the agreement regarding reservoir capacity on the Chama River is an 
estimated saving in cost that amounts to about $1 million. We feel that it would 
be well worth $1 million of the Government’s money to carry out the agreement 
that was entered into in good faith by all parties in 1948. 

We call the committee’s attention to the fact that, in the Corps of Engineers 
report of September 1953 on proposed changes in plans for dams on the Chama 
River, there was discussed the possibility of a low dam at Abiquiu that would 
create reservoir capacity of 562,000 acre-feet. The low dam was rejected because 
total cost would exceed that of the high dam at the same location by about $1 
million due to the cost of spillway construction. We feel that the expenditure of 
this additional sum is justified in order to avoid placing the Federal Government 
in the position of disregarding the 1948 agreement that imposed a limitation upon 
the amount of reservoir capacity to be provided on the Chama River in New 
Mexico. We suggest that the low dam at Abiquiu be substituted for the high 
dam now advocated by the Corps of Engineers. 

We respectfully request the committee to disapprove the pending request for the 
appropriation of funds for the construction of the high Abiquiu Dam on the 
Chama River as proposed by the Corps of Engineers. 
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STATEMENT OF N. B. PHILLIPS, MANAGER OF EL PASO COUNTY WATER IMPROVEMENT 
District No. 1, Et Paso, Trex. 


My name is N. B. Phillips and I am the manager of El Paso County Water In- 
provement District No. 1, which comprises the Texas part of the Rio Grande 
project. 

I submit this statement in opposition to any appropriation for Abiquiu Dam 
on the Chama River in New Mexico, as presently proposed by the United States 
Corps of Engineers and now being considered by this Committee. 3 

In 1948 a grandiose program of flood and sedimentation control on the Rio ; 
Grande and its principal tributary, the Rio Chama, was submitted to the Con- 
gress for authorization. The plan in brief called for the construction of a dam 
on the Rio Grande near the Colorado State line, known as Chiflo, a silt detention 
dam on Jemez Creek, and a flood-control dam on the Rio Chama known as 
Chamita, and other related features. 

The States of Texas and Colorado vigorously opposed this plan of the Corps of 
Engineers on the grounds that such a large amount of storage, including power 
development at Chiflo, was not required for adequate flood and sedimentation 
control in New Mexico along the Rio Grande and would result in violation of the 
terms of the Rio Grande compact between the States of Texas, Colorado, and ; 
New Mexico. 4 

Numerous conferences in Washington were held by engineers representing the 
States of Texas, Colorudo, and New Mexico, and representatives of the Chief of 
Engineers. 

As a result of these conferences compromising legislation was agreed to be- 
tween the States of Texas, New Mexico, and Colorado, and the Chief of En- 
gineers, whereby Chiflo Dam was to be eliminated from the plan without 
prejudice, Jemez Dam and other noncontroversial features of the plan of the 
Corps of Engineers, and a dam without spillway gates, capable of storing approxi- 
mately 700,000 acre-feet, was to be built on the Rio Chama at Chamita. The 
agreement was that spillway gates which would increase the storage capacity at 
Chamita Dam would be left off until New Mexico was out of debt, under the 
terms of the Rio Grande compact and until she had built up substantial credits. 

The above-stated agreement was written into the flood control act of 1948 
and authorizing legislation was passed as prescribed in Public Law 858, 80th 
Congress, chapter 771, 2d session. 

In September 1953, the El Paso County Water Improvement District No. 1 
and the Governor and State Board of Water Engineers of the State of Texas 
were furnished by the Corps of Engineers a report entitled “Chamita Dam and 
Reservoir Summary Report on Site Selection and Economic Aspects of Alternate 
Projects Considered.” 

This report indicated that upon further exploration and investigation by 
the Corps of Engineers that a high dam could be built upstream from the 
Chamita site and a low dam at Chamita at a substantial saving in cost, com- 
pared with the high Chamita Dam, originally authorized. 

The proposed high dam is designated the Abiquiu Dam, capable of storing 
approximately 1,262,000 acre-feet of water. The revised report also indicated 
that a lower dam at Chamita with a storage capacity of 251,000 acre-feet would 
be built instead of the high dam originally authorized in 1948 at Chamita. 

Jareful study of the proposed change in plans submitted by the Corps of 
Engineers was made by the State of Texas, this district, and by Mr. Raymond 
Hill, consulting engineer for El Paso County Water Improvement District No. 1, 
and on the recommendation of Mr. Hill, it was agreed between this district 
and officials of the State of Texas, including the Governor, that if an uncon- 
trolled outlet was installed in the Abiquiu Dam whereby flood-control storage 
at Abiquiu and Chamita was limited to 700,000 acre-feet, the Texas interests 
would agree to the change in plans and the Corps of Engineers was so advised. 

It was the understanding of this district that the Corps of Engineers would 
design the construction of Abiquiu and Chamita Dams in accordance with this 
agreement. 

However, at hearings held last year by this committee for appropriations 
for construction of Abiquiu Dam it developed that the committee, after hearing 
testimony given by Colenel Starbird, representing the Chief of Engineers, di- 
rected the Corps of Engineers to proceed with the planning and construction 
of Abiquiu Dam without an uncontrolled outlet. For reference, I refer to ex- 
cerpts from pages 18 and 19 of public works appropriation bill, fiscal year 1956— 
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House of Representatives Report No. 747, from the Committee on Appropriations 
to accompany H. R. 6766, which reads as follows: 

“Any further estimates submitted to the Congress for planning or construction 
on this project would be based on excluding this unnecessary feature.” 

This action on the part of the House Subcommittee on Appropriations was 
taken without any opportunity for the Texas interests to be heard, even though 
the authorizing legislation approved in 1948 by the Congress was the result 
of an agreement made by the States of Texas, Colorado, and New Mexico and 
the Corps of Engineers. 

The El Paso County Water Improvement District No. 1 feels that we have 
been very fair in our position regarding this matter and further agree to abide 
by our original position or our agreement with the Corps of Engineers to their 
revised plan, provided Abiquiu Dam is built with an uncontrolled outlet and 
the low dam at Chamita is constructed so that combined storage for flood 
control in the two dams will not exceed 700,000 acre-feet. Otherwise we protest 
against any appropriations being made for the construction of these two dams. 

We are joined in this protest by the Governor of the State of Texas, the 
Klephant Butte Irrigation District of New Mexico, the Rio Grande Compact 
Commissioner for the State of Texas, the El Paso Chamber of Commerce, and 
all farm organizations in El Pasa County, Tex., and Dona Ana County, N. Mex. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your presentation ¢ 

Mr. Ruraerrorp. Mr. Chairman, that completes our presentation. 
We thank you very much for your time and courtesy. 

Mr. Kirwan. We are very pleased to have had you, and appreciate 
your appearing here this morning to furnish information for the 
comnuittee. 


Mr. Rorurrrorp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


Werepnespay, Marcu 28, 1956. 
OreEGON Prosects 


WITNESSES 


HON. HARRIS ELLSWORTH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 

ED F. ACKLEY, CITY ATTORNEY, BROOKINGS, OREG. 

WILSON FREEMAN, CHAIRMAN OF THE CITIZENS COMMITTEE, 
BROOKINGS, OREG. 


Mr. Kirwan. Gentlemen, we have with us at this time the Honorable 
Harris Ellsworth, from the State of Oregon, our distinguished and 
able colleague, who has brought with him a delegation of citizens from 
his area who desire to speak in regard to various Oregon projects. 
Congressman Ellsworth, we are glad | to have you with us this morning. 

Mr. Exisworrn. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
certainly apprec iate the fact that you are running right on schedule. 
Gentlemen, the district which I re present in Oregon is not only located 
on the seacoas:, but it has several river valleys in it, and naturally I 
have a number of matters which I will bring before you. Also, I 
have two witnesses with me from the Oregon coast country at the 
mouth of the Chetco River, and I am going to ask that they be heard. 


ROGUE RIVER PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, there is a situation 
on the Rogue River to which I want to direct your attention first. 
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Many years ago, before most States and the Federal Government 
required protection of fish resources at reclamation projects, an irri- 
gation district was formed and a dam was built across the Rogue River 
known as the Savage Rapids Dam. That dam was completely rebuilt 
by the Federa! Government a few years ago. So, therefore, it is for 
all practical purposes a Federal project. 

It is reimbursable from the standpoint of its cost and the irrigators 
pay back the $700,000. 

When that job was completed and up to this date there has not been 
any Federal authorization which would allow the normal procedure 
in the construction of an irrigation project with respect to screening 
the intakes of the turbines and the ditches to prevent the passage of 
and destruction of fish. 

As you know, the Rogue River in Oregon is one of the most famous 
fishing streams in the world. It is also an important stream from the 
commercial fishing standpoint and from the standpoint of the spawn- 
ing of salmon. 

Since that dam was rebuilt, fish have been destroyed at the rate of 
about 120,000 a year. 

I am going to appeal to this committee to recognize the situation 
there, and to incorporate in this bill a little item amounting to $208,000 
the provide the fish screens at that dam. 

There would have to be this language if the committee agrees that 
it is worthwhile to save the fishery losses in the Rogue River incorpo- 
rated in the bill under the Department of the Interior’s Bureau of 
Reclamation, construction, and rehabilitation. The following would 
be the language which is necessary : 

Provided further, That not to exceed $208,000 shall be available for the construc- 
tion of fish screens at Savage Rapids Dam, Oregon, on a nonreimbursable basis. 


yentlemen, I have copies of all this testimony which I will furnish 
to members of the committee. 

I would like at this time to offer for the record my prepared state- 
ment on the Savage Rapids Dam fish screen which gives in more detail 
the facts concerning this project. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


SAVAGE Rapips DAM FISH SCREENS 


I desire to call the committee’s attention to a critical problem on the Rogue 
River in Oregon which is of national importance, because it involves fishery re- 
sources. Lack of proper means for protecting fish moving downstream from 
spawning grounds on the Rogue results in the destruction of in excess of 120,000 
Chinook salmon and steelhead annually. 

The committee will want and need the background history of this problem. In 
1917, before most State and Federal laws provided for protection of fishery re- 
sources, the Grants Pass Irrigation District, near Grants Pass, Oreg., was 
formed. A water-impounding structure was built across the Rogue River for 
diversion of water for irrigation purposes. Not involving any Federal land use 
and being upstream from navigable waters, no Federal agency had any jurisdic- 
tion, and no Federal permit was required. No fish screens were installed in the 
dam structure to prevent fatal damage to fish passing through the turbines or the 
pumping of fish into irrigation ditches to die. 

By 1950 this irrigation structure was in very bad condition. It was necessary 
to rebuild it to prevent loss of human life and property and to restore efficient 
operation. Three years ago, the Interior appropriation bill carried an item 
providing $700,000 to be used, and I quote, “toward emergency rehabilitation of 
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the Savage Rapids Dam to be repaid in full under conditions satisfactory to the 
Secretary of the Interior.” This dam was restored with these Federal funds 
and the irrigation district is repaying the investment to the Government. 

It is my firm belief, and I believe the committee will agree with me after 
careful examination of the facts and the applicable law, that the appropriation 
should have also included nonreimbursable funds for the installation of fish 
screens to protect the fishery resources. Even though privately owned, had this 
structure been on Federal lands such provisions would have been necessary 
under law. Had it been a Federal project, Federal nonreimbursable funds would 
have been required under law. 

The basis for this contention is found in Public Law 732, 2d session, 79th 
Congress, amending the act of March 10, 1934, entitled “To promote the con- 
servation of wildlife, fish, and game, and for other purposes.” Sections 1 and 2 
of this act clearly indicate that the scope of the law shall apply to Federal, State, 
and public and private agencies and that where there is impoundment of water, 
determination of “means and measures” should be made “to prevent loss of and 
damage to wildlife resources.” Section 2 states in effect that the costs of the 
“means and measures” for the above purpose shall be determined and that “the 
costs allocated pursuant to such findings shall not be reimbursable.” 

I have here for the committee photographs and drawings of the Savage Rapids 
Dam, showing the structure and the method of operation. Some fish bypass the 
turbine intakes by using the fish ladders. Some pass through the turbines un- 
injured. The fish loss of in excess of 120,000 annually is from official counts made 
by the Oregon Fish and Game Commission. The economic valuation of the 
losses in salmon alone is set at $160,000 per year 

Members of this committee are aware of the fact that the Rogue River is a 
fishing stream of national importance. Wildlife and conservation organizations 
throughout the entire Nation recognize this fact and are concerned about this 
problem. The Rogue is visited every year by thousands of people from every 
State in the Union. This continuing loss of fish adversely affects not only the 
Rogue River itself but reduces the fishery resources along the Pacific coast as far 
north as Alaska. 

The cost of installing revolving fish screens at Savage Rapids is $208,000. The 
economic values to be gained by providing the needed protection are many times 
the cost involved. I have drafted for the committee suggested language to be 
placed in the pending appropriation bill, which language will solve this problem. 
It is suggested that the following proviso be included in the pending bill under 
Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Construction and Rehabilita- 
tion: “Provided further, That not to exceed $208,000 shall be available for the 
construction of fish screens at Savage Rapids Dam, Oreg., on a nonreimbursable 
basis: ” 

I trust that the committee will weigh this problem carefully and include in 
the bill the language and appropriation needed to provide fish screens at Savage 
Rapids Dam. 


TALENT IRRIGATION PROJECT 


Mr. Exisworrn. I have testimony for the record, Mr. Chairman, 
which I will merely summarize quickly regarding the Talent irriga- 
tion project in southern Oregon. This project was authorized 2 or 3 
years ago, and it is a valuable and needed project. 

The thing I want to draw to the attention of the committee is that 
our State of Oregon is increasing very rapidly in population. Our 
situation, I think, is much different from most of the rest of the 
country. 

California and Washington, perhaps, are the only other two States 
which are in our position. We have to have all of the land possible 
brought into production which we can and the land produces crops 
which are not under supports. 

The Talent irrigation project is absolutely vital to the economy 
of southern Oregon. The budget carries an item of $2.4 million for 
its construction, and I hope it will be allowed. 





WILLAMETTE BASIN PROJECT 


On the Willamette River in Oregon, which is the second largest 
river on the Pacific coast and a tributary of the Columbia, destructive 
floods have beset the people there for years. There is a flood-control 
project on the Willamette. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to pass out some of these pictures which 
we have accumulated in regard to the conditions during floods. [ have 
an accumulation of pictures, and here are some o idlines which ap- 
peared in the papers during our flood season. I do this in order to 
show you what we are faced with out there annually. Preliminary 
estimates show flood damage in excess of $5 million during recent 
floods. 

This project is a little over half completed, I believe. Two dams 
are now under construction and a third dam is in the planning stage. 

Green Peter Dam is in the planning stage, and Cougar Dam, which 
is located on the McKenzie River, and Hills Creek Dam, are under 
construction and budget items are included for all three dams. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like at this time to submit for the record 
a prepared statement on these projects, and also a telegram from 
B. R. Little, secretary of the Oregon Rural Electric Cooperative As- 
sociation in support of multiple-purpose projects. 

Mr. Kirwan. Without objection, they will be rec ac 

(The statement and telegram referred to follow : 


WILLAMETTE BASIN PROJECT 


The destructive floods in the headwaters of the Willamette River during the 
winter months indicate the urgent need for speeding up the construction of these 
projects. For the committee's attention, I have press and photographic exhibits 
telling graphically the seriousness of the situation. These exhibits show flood 
conditions which will be effectively controlled with the completion of the Cougar, 
Green Peter, Hills Creek, and Amazon Creek projects. 

With the partial completion of the Willamette project, unbalanced streamflows 
result and this accelerates flood damages in the unprotected areas. This is 
especially true with the Cougar and Green Peter projects on the McKenzie and 
Santiam Rivers. In the areas below the dam sites of these projects the annual 
damages run in excess of $2 million. 


GREEN PETER DAM 


The Green Peter project is in the planning stage. After reexamination of 
scheduling, the Army engineers find that they can effectively use $500,000 plan- 
ning money. This sum will advance the project toward construction stage by 
about l year. Every year that can be saved in bringing this project to completion 
means $1 million to the people of the area and the saving of emergeney flood 
disaster expenditures. 

COUGAR DAM 


Equally important is the provision of maximum usable funds for the Cougar 
project on the McKenzie River. The Army engineers can use $2,450,000 during 
the coming fiscal year to speed construction work. Here again, savings in flood 
damages in excess of $1 million annually and in disaster emergency flood fund 
expenditures will accrue by expediting construction. 


HILLS CREEK DAM 


Communities below the site of the Hills Creek Dam, now under construction, 
suffered severe flood damage. The city of Oakridge was threatened by high 
waters; the majority of the residents of Willamette City were evacuated: and 
the entire community of Westridge was evacuated. Channel and bank destruc- 
tion was extensive and lesser floods will now cause damage not previously experi- 
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In view of this development, early completion of this dam is necessary. 


t need, . 
Present estimates indicate that $2,900,000 can be effectively used by the engineers 


in the coming fiscal vear on this project. 


PARTNERSHIP PROJECTS 


Pending legislation already favorably reported by the House Public Works 
Subcommittee would authorize partnership development of the Cougar and Green 
Peter projects. This will reduce the Federal expenditures on these multiple 
purpose projects by approximately $40 million. Power from the Green Peter 
project will go to consumers in that urea at the same cost whether federally or 
privately constructed, The municipally owned Eugene Water & Electric System 
will bring the power from Cougar Dam into its system at less cost than if the 
power facilities are federally financed. Construction of the flood-control por- 
tions of these projects can proceed at the maximum rate pending final determina- 
tion of action on the partnership bill. 


AMAZON CREEK PROJECT 


The Amazon Creek project in the Willamette Basin is for the protection of the 
city of Eugene, Oreg. Exhibits and photographs available show the widespread 
flood conditions there in recent months. There have been several floods during 
the past winter and those during the Christmas period exceeded any previously 
recorded. Dangerous unsanitary conditions resulted when floodwaters backed 
up in the sanitary sewer system causing overflow in the toilet facilities of homes. 
The budget recommendation of $100,000 is desperately needed and additional 
funds above this amount could be used advantageously to bring construction 
forward at the maximum rate. 


BANK-PROTECTION PROJECTS 


The Willamette Basin project includes numerous bank-protection projects. 
Uncontrolled floods topping riverbanks cause less damage to banks than on 
controlled streams where waterflow is maintained just under bankfull stages 
for longer periods of time. The more rapidly these bank-protection projects can 
be completed, the less the ultimate cost in construction and the lower the 
damages will be to property along the rivers. It is very important that the 
full budget recommendation be approved. 

Further, it should be noted that maintenance of previously built projects must 
receive attention. Some of these projects, for lack of maintenance funds, are 
in very bad condition. ‘The majority of such projects were built under the 
provisions of the 1938 Flood Control Act and the responsibility for maintenance 
rests on the Federal Government. 


DETROIT AND LOOKOUT POINT RESERVOIRS 


The Detroit and Lookout Point projects are nearly completed. The unex- 
pended balances shown in the budget should be carried forward to bring both 
of these to completion. 


CORVALLIS, OreEG., March 28, 1956. 
Hon. Harris ELLSwortrH, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We would deeply appreciate having record of hearing of Subcommittee on 
Public Works appropriations show that Oregon Rural Electric Cooperative As- 
sociation supports the President’s budget for fiscal year 1957, appropriations of 
$16 million for Chief Joseph Dam; $50 million of the Dallas Dam: $3,500,000 
for Cougar Dam; $5 million for Ice Harbor Dam; $2 million for Hills Creek 
Dam, and $7 million for MeNary Dam. We believe that these are minimum 
requirements. We also urge that Congress appropriate construction funds for 
the beginning of John Day Dam as a wholly federally constructed and operated 
project. 

B. R. LItTt1e, 
Secretary-Treasurer, Oregon Rural Electric Cooperative Association. 
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ROGUE, UMPQUA, COQUILLE RIVERS, AND COOS BAY PROJECT 


Mr. Exiswortn. Mr. Chairman, the next project is the Rogue, Ump- 
qua, Coquille Rivers, and Coos Bay streams, which, as the pictures you 
have before you will show, caused many floods. We had serious dam- 
age estimated at $3 million this year in these basins. 

There are neded surveys for those four basins. We do not have 
as yet any adequate survey of the Rogue, the Umpqua, and the Co- 
quille or on the Coos Bay streams. I hope the bill will include at 
least the additional $400,000 recommended for planning work, and 
for surveys so that work on those four stream may proceed. 

I have prepared a statement which gives more detail as to the 
picture in regard to this project, which I would like to submit for the 
record. 

Mr. Kirwan. Without objection, the statement will be received. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


RocueE UMpqua, COQuILLE RIivERS, AND Coos BAy STREAMS 


The watersheds of the Rogue River, Umpqua River, Coquille River, and 
streams emptying into Coos Bay in southwestern Oregon experienced the worst 
flood conditions within memory during the past winter. Preliminary flood- 
control surveys have been authorized for all of these basins but none of these 
surveys is complete although some were authorized as long ago as 1936. Revised 
estimates for fiscal year 1957 provide an additional $400,000 for use on these 
and other preliminary surveys. These funds are urgently needed so that out- 
standing surveys can be pushed toward completion. Flood protection to the 
people of these areas cannot go forward until this work is done and Congress 
has acted upon recommendations made by the Army engineers. 

Exhibits I have before the committee show the extensjive flood disaster suf- 
fered in these areas. Several lives were lost and heavy damage experienced by 
homeowners, business establishments, State and local government bridges, roads, 
and highways. Preliminary surveys for development of comprehensive flood 
eontrol and multiple-purpose plans must be completed at the earliest possible 
time. 


Mr. Exzsworrn. As I said, at the beginning of my testimony, I 
represent a long stretch of the Oregon coast—somewhere around 300 
miles, and improvement and maintenance of harbors and channels 
is absolutely vital to the economic welfare of the area and in fact, the 
life of the southwestern Oregon coastal communities. Funds are 
included in the budget for this work. 

The Charleston Harbor and Channel will be completed with the 
$439,000 in the budget and the funds for the Schofield Channel on 
the Umpqua in the amount of $54,000 as contained in the budget 
will complete the project. 

There is a survey item of $3,800 for Winchester Bay. 

Maintenance funds carried in the budget recommendation include 
$130,000 for the port of Umpqua, $40,000 for the port of Bandon, and 
$1.2 million for the port of Coos Bay. 





ROGUE RIVER HARBOR, GOLD BEACH, OREG. 





At the mouth of the Rogue River there is a project to build a little 
harbor there which was authorized many years ago, I believe in 1949 
and 1950. 

The population at the mouth of the Rogue—the Gold Beach area— 
has increased so much that one could not express it sensibly in percen- 
tages. Industry has moved in there and water transportation is 
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badly needed. Without water transportation the area cannot enjoy 
the development which it should have. Many billions of feet of 
timber—10 billion feet of timber, most of it owned by the United 
States Government—is tributary to that port. It is necessary and 
vital to have water transportation, 

I hope the committee will take a look at this project. It 1s not in 
the budget for this year, but I would respectfully suggest to the com- 
mittee that this is one place where the rule honored in budget items 
might be examined to see, maybe, if an exception would not be 
worthwhile. 

Mr. Chairman, I have prepared a statement in greater detail with 
respect to this project which I would like to submit for the record. 

Mr. Kirwan. Without objection, that statement will be received. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


Rocve River Harsor, Gop BEACH, OREG. 


The Rogue River Harbor project calls for navigation facilities at Gold Beach, 
Oreg., county seat of Curry County. This project was authorized under legis 
lation which I introduced in the 83d Congress. Since the date of the favorable 
recommendation by the Army engineers, rapid strides have been made in Curry 
County generally. Despite handicaps, people of that county have taken the 
initiative in moving ahead with the development of the excellent resources in 
the area. 

Since 1950, the number of power consumers has doubled. The school census 
indicated nearly twice as many children in school. The Oregon State Board 
of Health finds Curry County the fastest growing county percentagewise in the 
State of Oregon. It is entirely possible that in this regard it is the fusiest 
growing county in the United States. 

New forest inventories of private and public forest reserves show approxi- 
mately 10 billion feet of timber as against a previous estimate of about 6 
billion. The allowable annual cut of timber has been increased from 20 million 
feet to 68 million feet. These and other developments materially change the 
cost-benefit ratio on which the project was based from 1.17 to 1 to 1.88 to 1 
or an increase in benefits of nearly 50 percent. 

The Evans Products Co. recently completed a plant now handling 100,000 feet 
of logs daily and 70,000 additional capacity will be in operation later. The 
United States Plywood Co. is beginning construction on a large plant which will 
have a capacity of 185 million square feet of plywood and lumber per year. 

These facts not only serve to justify the wisdom of the Congress in authoriz- 
ing the harbor project, but give emphasis to the need for the earliest possible 
start of construction of the project. Because of the lack of railroad facilities 
the real economic potential of Curry County is not going to be realized until 
water transportation through the harbor is available. Highway facilities are 
inadequate and at best involve costly long hauls. 

The sound growth of the lumber industry, fishing industry, and the mining 
industry depend on harbor development. I trust that the committee will 
consider including in the pending bill funds to get the planning and construction 
of this harbor underway. 


CHETCO RIVER, BROOKINGS, OREG. 


Mr. Exvisworrn. Mr. Chairman, the statement which I made j 
regard to the Rogue River and the Gold Beach area of Oregon eadlen 
in the same way to the area located at the mouth of the Cheteo River. 

This involves a very small project further south. That project 
has been authorized for 10 years. It will only cost a total of $206,000, 
I believe, from the beginning toend. That is the estimated total cost. 

That area, like the Gold Beac h area, is badly in need of transporta- 
tion. During this last winter, as ] ee the witnesses who will 
appear before you next will tell you, the area was entirely isolated 
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because of the floods taking out the highways. They only have high- 
way transportation. There is no railroad there. It seems to me that 
it is important to the economy of the country as a whole that water 
transportation for these areas where there are great natural products 
which should be available to the people of the country and which are 
not available without transportation, that transportation in the form 
of : a little small boat harbor should be provided. 

In the case of the Chetco, as you will learn from the other witnesses, 
there is much to be done. 

Mr. Botanp. Where did you get the figure of $206,000 for the Chetco 
project ¢ 

Mr. Exisworru. It is a revised figure which was made early last 
year. They threw out the authorization figure and came up with a 
resurvey on it and $206,000 is now estim: ated to be the cost. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want to present 
to you two men from Brookings, Oreg., who will testify on this project. 
First, I would like to introduce to you Mr. Ed F. Ackley, who is a 
member of the Chetco Project Committee, and who lives at Brookings 
right near the mouth of the Chetco near the project. Mr. Ackley has 
been a resident of that area for m: iny years, and knows the whole stor y: 

With your permission, I would like to have Mr. Ackley address 
himself to the committee. 

Mr. Kirwan. You may proceed, Mr. Ackley. 





STATEMENT OF ED F. ACKLEY 


Mr. Ackirey. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, we deeply appreciate 
the chance to come out here and be heard by you gentlemen and we 
are very grateful to Harris for having arranged this meeting with 
you for us. 

Here is a map of the Pacific coast and here is Brookings [indi- 
cating |. Brookings is down in the southwest corner of Oregon near 
the California line. It is located on Highway 101. It is located in 
a new country which is growing very 1 -apidly. ‘Our rate of population 
increase in percentages. is 73 ‘percent, and Curry County, in which 
Brookings is located, has the highest percentage of growth of any 
county in the United States. It is located on Highway 101, the high- 
way which runs from San Francisco all the way up the coast, and of 
course it goes from San Francisco down to Los Angeles, and down to 
Mexico. However, this is the coast highway. 

This highway is becoming improved more and more and the States 
of California and Oregon are participating in that improvement. 

Into this area now in the summertime come anywhere from 100,000 
to 200,000 tourists annually. Here is a picture of the Pacific coast 
where you see my left hand, and down here is the State of California. 
That is where the State line is. 

The project which we are presenting to this body is a project for 
the widening of the mouth of the Chetco River which comes out here, 
approximately [indicating]. There is another thing which I would 
like to call to the attention of you gentlemen in this photograph. 
This is a photograph of the Pacific coast and the water which you 
see here is the water of the Pacific Ocean, but let me call to your 
attention the fact that up here and practically every place else you 
see nosurf. It isstiller than alake. There is a reason for that, because 
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offshore here for 5 or 10 miles is a section of smooth water and I do 
not know of any place along the Pacific coast where that situation is 
duplicated either north of Monterey Bay in California or all the way 
up to Alaska. This is smooth w ater, and you do not get the roll and 
the surge of the ocean. In other words, it means that out of this ocean 
area—and this is the Pacific Ocean—boats of whatever depth or 
capacity can use this proposed project and get into the basin through 
the river mouth and boats can use aig if it is developed for 365 days 
out of the year, every day in the year. I doubt, in spite of the develop 
ments and extensive improvements in their great harbor that outside 
of the mouth of the Columbia River and the stretch of water in the 
State of Washington that there is one place along the Pacific coast, 
perhaps, even north of Santa Barbara, Calif., where you can find 
anything like this. What brings it about I do not know. I cannot 
explain it. All that I know about it is that it is there. 

Brookings is located up here, and Brookings is a reporting station 
for the Weather Bureau. We are reporting on the west coast in an 
area Which runs from San Francisco to the Rockies, and from the 
Rockies up to the Canadian border. 

We are reporting along with other large cities such as San Fran- 
cisco, Seattle, and Portland, as far as our temperatures are concerned, 

Gentlemen, last January and February—and it is not unusual; it is 
the usual and customary average—the city of Brookings every day 
was the warmest place in that area and we never had at any time 
reported a freezing temperature. We received a lot of rain, but there 
is no snow, no ice, no earthquakes, no cyclones, no thunderstorms, nor 
lightning storms. 

In regard to the proposition which we propose at this time to be 
developed, I say very respectfully and humbly that there probably is 
no other undeveloped spot along the Pacific coast which offers the 
opportunities for such a development as this does. 

This was approved by the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1925, if you 
gentlemen would care to take these statements, and it has been ap- 
proved as a project since March 2, 1945, and no appropriation has been 
made, 

The Army engineers have gone over it, and here is the map of the 
Army engineers. We have gone out and we have asked for support. 
Here are petitions which we have floated from the area and from Curry 
County and from seven other States. 

There may be names in these ptitions here from other States of 
people from your own individual districts. These names have come 
from various districts and they have come from people who have been 
out there and who have seen what we have, and who have expressed 
their opinion that they believe this should be developed. 

What are we doing? We are asking for $206,000. We have to have 
that. Congress has - to start this thing. C ongress has to initiate it. 
What will we do? Already the engineers have asked us what we will 
do. We have offered to provide all the rock for the jetties and the soil- 
disposal areas and all the other essentials and necessaries for this 
development, and access roads. What else will wedo? Private capital 
will come in and develop the port, and will open up these port moor- 
ings for everyone and to the public. We will get our commercial 
fishing fleet in there of 100 boats or more. We have testimony 
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here from fishing companies up and down the coast to the effect that 
this will help the fishing industry and it will permit us to have sports 
fishing boats which will in turn help to develop the area. We will 
have additional canneries there and we will do all these things our- 
selves. For every dollar which we are requesting that you put in 
the project, private capital will put in four. 

On top of this, gentlemen, if you will give us this improvement, 
you will find out that because of the increased income that within 
a period of 5 years the United States will get back more income tax 
from this development than they will have originally placed into it. 

Could I, please, just have 1 second for the purpose of introducing 
to the committee, Mr. Freeman? He is a logger, a merchant, and a 
rancher, 

STATEMENT OF WILSON FREEMAN 


Mr. Freeman. Mr. Chairman, with your permission I would like to 
submit for the record a written statement which I have prepared on 
this project. 

Mr. Kirwan. Without objection, the statement will be received for 
the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF REQUESTED APPROPRIATION FOR DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
MoutH OF THE CHETCO RIVER AT BROOKINGS, OREG. 


REQUEST 


Congress is respectfully requested to appropriate the sum of $206,000 to be 
used to develop the mouth of the Chetco River by constructing jetties thereon 
and for dredging operations. 


LOCATION OF PROJECTS 


The Chetco River flows into the Pacific Ocean at Brookings, Oreg., at a point 
located approximately 6 miles north of the Oregon-California State line on 
U. S. Highway 101. 

PURPOSE 


To construct jetties at the mouth of the river and dredging on the river as set 
forth in the plans, specifications, and recommendations of the Corps of Engineers, 
United States Army, which the said Corps of Engineers have prepared and which 
are now on file with the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, Washington, 
D. C. 


HISTORY 


The River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945 (H. Doc. 817, 77th Cong., 
2d sess.) authorized the improvement for which the aforesaid appropriation is 
here respectfully requested but for which no appropriation has been made. In 
the said congressional authorization it was provided that the channel of the 
river, at the bar at its mouth, be stabilized by the construction of jetties and 
dredging. 

REPORT OF ARMY ENGINEERS 


The initial plans and specifications of the Army engineers, proposed at the time 
of the congressional authorization, set forth the sum of $406,000 as the necessary 
sum required for the development. Subsequently the Army engineers have 
reviewed the project and it is our understanding that said Army engineers 
presently recommend the amount of $206,000 as the sum required to pay the 
construction costs of this project. 


SUPPORT OF PROJECT 


(a) The written approval and recommendation of the Governor, secretary of 
state, and attorney general of Oregon. 
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(b) Resolutions approving, recommending, and requesting the appropriation 
from: 

County courts of Curry, Coos, Douglas, and Lane Counties, Oreg. 

From 20 cities of the State of Oregon. 

From 4 chambers of commerce of cities of Oregon. 

From 20 service clubs and fraternal organizations in Oregon. 

A petition signed by 1,200 residents of Curry County, Oreg. 

A petition signed by 250 residents of other counties of Oregon. 

A petition signed by 450 residents of States outside of Oregon. 

Two thousand letters from residents of all sections of the United States 
supporting and recommending appropriation for this project. 


LOCAL CONTRIBUTIONS 


1. On July 27, 1955, the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, Oregon dis- 
trict wrote to the local committee in charge of project requesting assurance that 
local interests would provide the specific lands, easements, rights-of-way, and 
spoil disposal areas necessary to be provided for the project. A group of finan- 
cially responsible residents of Brookings forwarded their agreement to the Army 
engineers that such lands, easements, rights-of-way, and spoil disposal areas 
would be provided at the sole cost of local residents. 

2. When the necessary jetties have been constructed and the dredging has been 
completed small craft moorages will be built by private capital. The public to 
have the unrestricted right to the use of all of the aforesaid facilities. 


JUSTIFICATION OF PROJECT 


1. This development and its facilities will provide a place of moorage for from 
50 to 100 commercial fishing boats and a place to discharge their cargoes. It cuts 
down from between 20 to 50 miles of travel over the open ocean which is now 
required for these fishing boats to get into the existing ports. 

2. The fishing industry will build canneries and storage plants along this de 
velopment. It is estimated that the increase of marine food products, dis- 
tributable to the people of the United States, will amount to approximately 100 
tons of fish and fish products per annum. 

3. This development will afford moorage for oceangoing sport fishing boats 
similar to those in use along the Atlantic Coast, the gulf coast, and California 
points on the west coast. It is estimated that more than 150,000 tourists visit the 
area each year. 

4. The construction of this development would eliminate the dangers and de- 
struction from floods on the river. 

5. It is estimated that between 200 and 300 pleasure craft cruise along the coast, 
past the mouth of the river, each year. Due to a particular condition which 
creates smooth water, out into the Pacific Ocean for approximately 5 miles, 
pleasure craft could go in and out of the developed river every day of the year. 
‘The San Francisco Yacht Club has expressed its approval of this project. 

6. The availability of this development, because of its safe and continuing 
condition at all times, for the use of small oceangoing craft, is not exceeded, and 
in fact cannot be equalled, at any point on the west coast, north of San Francisco 

say. The Coast Guard could use this development, as a moorage, practically 
every day of the year. 

7. It is proposed that a recreational area be established around this project. 
Places for camping, fishing, and just plain relaxing, together with complete ac- 
commodations therefor, will be built up. The temperature of the area rarely 
exceeds 80° F. in the summer or falls below 35° F. in the winter. Its average 
yearly temperature is approximately 65° F. Snow, ice, hot weather, earthquakes, 
and tornadoes are unknown in this area. People from every walk of life can enjoy 
a never to be forgotten vacation at the site of this development, all at an aston- 
ishing small cost. Highways of great scenic beauty lead into the area. 

8. It is estimated that the construction of this development will afford a better 
living, and offer better living conditions, to at least 1,000 people. It is estimated 
that this development will enhance the national income by several millions of 
dollars each year. 

9. The material benefits to be received from this development can be and have 
been computed and estimated. Potential future benefits to be received by the 
people of the United States, and which will accumulate through the years, cannot 
be assessed because it is impossible to evaluate, or reduce to a dollars and cents 
computation, such things as human enjoyment, contentment, recreation, and 
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happiness. We who live in this area are fully committed to contributing our 
share of the labor, time, and money necessary to accomplish our purpose. But we 
cannot proceed further without the assistance of Congress. We sincerely believe 
in the integrity of the above statement. We respectfully ask you for the help that 
we require to initiate the Chetco project. 

Respectfully submitted. 

WILSON FREEMAN, 
Chairman, the Chetco Project Committee. 

MARCH 28, 1956. 

Mr. Freemo.n. Gentlemen, I suppose Mr. Ackley has covered most 
of this case, but I can say that I have worked on this project for about 
19 years with the different committees during that time, and T have 
helped open the mouth of the river a good many times during that 
period of 19 years. We believe that if this river mouth is closed in 
the fall these young salmon would come down from the spawning 
grounds to get out and that they would remain there until the winter 
freezes, and with the streams bri inging down all of this material from 
the surrounding area there would be a ereat deal of pollution from 
these log roads, and so forth, and we think thousands and thousands 
of these small salmon will never reach the ocean. 

During this time we have had 33 people drowned in trying to get 
in and out due to the change of the mouth of the river, and several 
fishing craft have been lost due to engine trouble out in the ocean and 
out in the Oregon waters, who found that the river mouth had changed, 
and in doing so the breakers would pound their boats to pieces on 
the rocks. 

Some of the boat operators have stated to me that in trying to get 
to Crescent City it would take them 14 hours to make that run if they 
had to buck the winds, gut that they could come into our port in some 
35 minues to 1.5 hours. 

Another thing is that Brookings has been appointed an evacuation 
center in case of an enemy attack, and if we lose our highways both 
north and south, the only transportation we would have ‘would be by 
water, as we have no railroads and no airports. If you people could 
help us, it would be greatly appreciated. 

Mr. Kwan. Thank you, gentlemen, very much for coming. 

Mr. Exiswortn. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Ellsworth is always looking after his folks out 
there. 

Mr. Extiswortn. Thank you, sir. 


Wepnespay, Marcu 28, 1956. 
Terminus Dam Progecr 


WITNESS 


DARRELL HALL, REPRESENTING THE KAWEAH RIVER PROPERTY 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Kirwan. We have with us at this time Mr. Darrell Hall, who 
is here to speak for the Kaweah River Property Owners Association 
in regard to the Terminus Dam project. 

Mr. Hall, we shall be glad to hear from you at this time. 
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Mr. Hat. Gentlemen, this is my first trip to Washington, and | 
might say that I have really received wonderful treatment. 

Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Hall, [ note that you were allotted 5 minutes in 
which to make a presentation, but I know the rest of the committee 
would be happy to give you 8 minutes, which will carry you up to 
11 o’clock. 

Mr. Haun. I will certainly be glad to have that additional time, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. We will give it to you because we know you have 
something interesting to present, in view of this large cis] ay which 
you have before the committee at this time. 

Please proceed, Mr. Hall. 

Mr. Haus. My name is Darrell Hall, and IT represent the Kaweah 
River Property Owners Association, Three Rivers, Calif. 

We area group of people who have joined together to bring to you 
the truth, and nothing but the truth, on Terminus Dam. We feel that 
our policies are representative of 90 percent of the Three Rivers area. 

Mir. Chatrman, Iam just going to touch upon the strong points. 

The development of the national parks is your responsibility, and 
the development of the areas adjacent to the parks, inasmuch as they 
affect the area, is also of tremendous importance to you, 

We feel that vou should take a positive interest in this project and 
work for the ideals which will help Three Rivers to better serve the 
interest of the millions of visitors to Sequoia National Park who go 
through this community. 

The Terminus Dam will be a permanent and eternal blight on the 
Three Rivers area, one of the most beautiful areas in the State. 

The Terminus Dam is different from the ordinary flood-control 
dam. This project has not one basically sound fact which will help 
the Three Rivers area, but it will do irreparable damage to the Three 
Rivers community and at the same time leave this area out flat with 
not one cent of the millions of dollars to help our flood control. 

Mr. Seoyven, United States Director of the National Parks Service, 
gave a talk to the Three Rivers Chamber of Commerce on Mission 66 
several months ago, in which he mentioned the importance of our 
community to the future development of the Sequoia National Park. 

He mentioned that it would only be a matter of a few years before 
we would be required to take care of six or eight thousand visitors 
every day, and that this matter should be worked out on a scientific 
basis. We are concerned about that. 

What will this community do without flood protection and water 
storage for the future? These floodwaters destroy our lands, homes, 
communications, roads, businesses, ditches, pumps, cattle, and so on 
and so forth. We feel—and we are solidly behind this decision—that 
something should be done to hold the crest of these floodwaters above 
us by a series of dams on the Kaweah and its forks. This would be a 
protection to us as well as the valleys and these dams higher up in 
the mountains would be an asset to our area. We are really concerned 
about our fater supply for the future. We need a great quantity 
of water to take care of the needs of the gateway to Sequoia Park. 

We have the water but it will have to be stored behind dams so 
that it will be available when needed, and it will have to be held 
high enough to be available for all of the community. 
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Dry years will come again, as they did in 1917, 1923-26, and other 
years, and a lack of stored water could cause catastrophic damage to 
this locality and its efforts to take care of the increasing numbers of 
park visitors. 

We are vitally affected by our road into Three Rivers and the park. 
The only information which we have been able to get on the road is 
as follows, and I quote from the comments made by the State of 

California on this highway: 


The Terminus Reservoir on the Kaweah River will obstruct Highway 198, 
the approach highway to Sequoia National Park. That highway has, within 
the comparatively recent period, been improved and has a durable surface on a 
concrete base with excellent alinement and grade, within the limits affected 
by the reservoir. It carries a large volume of traffic and has no alternative on a 
direct approach to one of the most important national parks in California. 

Sure, we can build the road, but the State of California feels it has 
no alternative of a direct approach. The reservoir will force the high- 
way to a location on the steep slopes of the side of the canyon. There is 
a serious question as to what is justified in accepting crooked alinement 
as a replacement of such an important road. It will take 8.9 miles 
of relocation to replace 6.2 miles along the present highway. 

This proposed dam is on a river that practically dries up when it 
gets to the valley every year. It is at an altitude of about 500 feet. 
The water is warm for miles before it reaches this point, and the slimy 
moss gets so thick in the summer that the ranchers have to prevent it 
from clogging their pump intakes. 

We want you to know that Terminus Dam will not in any way add 
to our recreational value in this area, but definitely detract from it 
because of this feature. 

Here we quote from the Fish and Wildlife Service Survey : 

Terminus Dam potential and recreational uses and activities, boating, and 
angling—rating fair. 

Now, it is a recognized fact that the per capita damage to the Three 
Rivers area above the Terminus Dam site was far greater than it was 
in the valley. 

It is also a fact that our lands along these creeks are as valuable 
or more so, than much of the so-called flooded area in the valley. 

Here I would like to state that one-fourth of all the Red Cross money 
donated in the whole Tulare and Kings Counties flooded area for 
disaster victims was spent in the Three Rivers area. There was $280,- 
000 spent in the flooded area and the Three Rivers area got $70,000, 
and yet we got not one cent’s worth of protection from Terminus Dam. 

More houses were destroyed in the Three Rivers area than in the 
rest of the county. Out of i0 bridges in the Three Rivers area, 5 were 
destroyed, 1 is usable but will be “destroyed and the other 4 had ap- 
proaches washed away. 

Also, more damage was done to the State highways in the Three 
Rivers area than in all of the rest of the flooded area. 

That is the reason, gentlemen, that we do not want Terminus Dam. 
We do not get, and have not received any good from it. 

We feel that if these millions of dollars are going to be spent for a 
dam that we ought to get some flood protection, when it is just the dif- 
ference of a few miles upstream where this money could be spent to 
protect us, instead of having it below us where we get nothing out of 
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it whatever. We feel that the project is unjust, unsound, and is not 
efficient, and that what we are working for will save the valley and 
give us protection. What the valley is working for includes these 
things. 

Mr. Kirwan. Do you have something there that you can file with 
the committee, Mr. Hall? 

Mr. Hau. Yes, sir, I have some material here which I would like to 
file with you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. You file what you can, if it is not too cumbersome. 
The committee will be glad to look at it. We realize that you have 
traveled a long distance to come here, and you are presenting a good 
case. 

Mr. Hauz. I would appreciate it if I can just have one more word, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 

Mr. Haux. There are 250 or 300 of these publications which were 
sent to Washington by the valley group. There are 27 pictures of 
damage done in the Three Rivers area. 

Mr. Kirwan. Leave them here with the committee. 

Mr. Hau. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Hall, we are happy to have had you here before 
the committee. I know that every member of the committee feels that 
you are making a good presentation. We would be glad to hear you 
further, but there are two other groups waiting. 


Mr. Hatz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
(The following statements were filed for the record by Mr. Hall :) 


Chairman, honorable Congressmen, I represent the Kaweah River Property 
Owners Association, and we feel that our policies are representative of the whole 
Three Rivers area, an area which lies above the proposed Terminus Dam. 

After the flood of 1955 in Tulare County, a great propaganda campaign was 
started by the county board of supervisors, Visalia Chamber of Commerce, and 
the Success and Terminus Dams Association for the immediate building of 
Terminus Dam. 

The frenzy and ignorance of mass hysteria became public mesmerism—enemy 
No. 1 to clear thinking. The propaganda web of Terminus Dam has become so 
insidious it has perverted the minds of the perpetrators. 

At all our community public meetings we have had one or several speakers 
from these groups telling us of the importance of Terminus Dam. It must be 
built at any cost. It must be built immediately, and it is the only thing for 
flood control. As the Three Rivers Current stated, “While it was very clear 
that no one really wanted the dam, because of its disadvantages to Three Rivers, 
it appeared inevitable,” and the attitude was that we were outnumbered, de- 
feated before we started. 

We have been told to help them get Terminus and they will help us get up- 
stream dams. Then we are told upstream dams are not feasible or practical, 
but we need them for flood protection. Terminus will eat up all flood-control 
benefits. After Terminus is built they will help us later—even though we can’t 
have upstream dams they will help us get them. We have been told Terminus 
is here. The President has appropriated money for it—you can’t stop it. 

We have been lied to, threatened to, and told everything to keep us outwardly 
quiet and pushing for Terminus. We have been told to go to the Success and 
Terminus Dams Association for our flood control. Why? Because there was a 
possibility Three Rivers could kill Terminus Dam and that is just what we are 
out to do. 

Even if we don’t want it, we are told we have to go along with it for flood 
protection—their protection—not ours. If we don’t cooperate with them, we 
endanger ourselves. If we go against the dam it has even been expressed they 
won’t come up and rebuild our roads, our bridges, or clean out our channels. It 
was even expressed at one meeting that if anyone dared to oppose Terminus Dam 
they might get tarred and feathered. 
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We want the valley to have flood protection. We do not deny them flood pro- 
tection, but they deny us flood protection and dam protection. 

We know these millions can be spent to benefit us all and save our highways 
and productive lands intact. 

You have received petitions with thousands of signatures. These people, 
having been told that Terminus is the only answer, have innocently signed our 
death warrant. These names don’t mean a thing. They represent selfish de- 
sires and deceitful hands grasping and seizing at what is offered regardless of 
the need or the protection. 

The battle is not to the strong or the many. It is to the vigilant, to those 
who see through the mists of the enemy. The battle is won by the power of a 
good and great idea—aunselfish, just, sound, and right. 

We will fight Terminus Dam with every means at our disposal to the last man 
and dollar, until it is put where it will protect our community, save our valuable 
lands, and be a just and sound installation for the benefit of all and not just 
a few. 

We want the Soil Conservation Service to take over this project. Their whole 
purpose is conservation, not destruction and persecution. Conservation of soil, 
water, beauty, land, money, and natural resources. The large Army dams destroy 
these things. Save the valuable areas by stopping the menacing waters in the 
hills where they originate. 

The people of this area are now forming a soil-conservation district of some 
390,000 acres comprising the entire watershed of the Kaweah River down to and 
including the Terminus Dam site. This district is in its final completion stages. 

We want you to pass bill No. _._______ enabling the Soil Conservation Service 
to build dams of any size, so they can build our upstream dams for flood control 
to help us as well as the valley. 

Give the valley $2 million to clean and enlarge their channels. That will take 
care of nearly any flood. 

We only ask that you make it possible, that you help us to get help for flood 
relief. Give us something to work with in the Soil Conservation Service and 
we will give you better flood protection for all for as much as Terminus will 
cost or less. There is no hurry about Terminus Dam. Give us a little time and 
we will give you a good sound program. 

What right has the Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District to contract 
with the Government for flood-control and water-conservation benefits and use 
our lands, our God-given rights, our inalienable human rights, as something to be 
destroved at will? What right have they to use us as suckers, go-betweens 
against our will in their lust for flood control when Terminus Dam can be built 
upstream without enmity for protection and justice to all? 

There is a way to work these things out on a more just and sound basis and 
you ean do it if you will clear the issues. 

The money being spent on Terminus Dam, unsound and costly as it is, will 
not be spent for flood control and the saving of lives, but it will be spent to destroy 
property at will, creating human misery, and the destruction of life hopes. 

Dams are not important. They can be built elsewhere. Cost is not important, 
a little less or a little more is nothing to the Government, but these festering 
crimes of iniustice and inequality, persecution, and deprivation plant distrust 
where unity should be and antagonism where there should be peace. Pioneers 
fought to unite the country. Now the pressure, power, and politics, of greedy 
grouns, in the sheepskin of necessity, cause disunity and stir up enmity. These 
are things that are vital to Americans. 

We are not criminals, we did not ask them if we could move here. These 
injustices should never be made only as an extreme and last resort and then 
only if there is no alternative measure that can be worked out even at added 
expense. 

Terminus Dam stands in our eyes a lasting monument to flood protection that 
doesn’t vive flood protection to miles and miles of a beautiful and important 
community. <A lasting monument to the destruction of valuable lands, destruction 
of human rights, creation of hatred, bitterness, and disunity in the community 
an’ the hearts of the neonle. 

We have been taught in our public schools to reverence justice and equality : 
to cherish individual rights and to respect and consider the rights of individuals 
to own property. How can a group of people morally get together in America 
and deprive others of their homes, sources of income, their life work, liberty. 
and pursuit of hanpiness and cast them to the winds without their consent. 
These are inalienable rights bestowed on us by our Maker and our Government. 
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Is there nothing left to the integrity of governmental processes but pressure, 
power, and politics?) America was founded to protect the weak and the indi- 
vidual. Now Government protects the mass and the strong and brings pressure 
to bear against the few and the weak. 

Oh, America, where is thy justice in pressure, power, and politics? 

The gall of the county of Tulare was aptly expressed about 2 or 3 weeks ago 
in the Times-Delta when they brought out the fact that it was tremendously 
important to get Terminus started as that would raise their property values and 
assessed valuation. But here is the catch, what about our values in the Three 
Rivers area. They don't count. 

Why didn’t the Tulare County Board of Supervisors seek flood control for us? 
Because they couldn't and get Terminus Dam, too. 

If it takes Terminus Dam to save the valley, how can anything less than 
Terminus save us. Our flood damage was practically desecration. 

Is it any wonder, gentlemen, that we have come to you as a last resort. 

Investigate before vou appropriate. 


SOMETHING BErreR THAN TERMINUS DAM 


Honorable Congressman, the development of the national parks is your re 
sponsibility. The development of the areas adjacent to the parks, in so much as 
they affect your area, is also of definite and tremendous importance to you. You 
must take a positive interest in this project and work for the ideals which will 
help Three Rivers to better serve the interest of the millions of visitors to the 
Sequoia National Park that will go through this community. The Terminus 
Dam will be a permanent and eternal blight on Three Rivers, one of the most 
beautiful areas of the State. 

We need all of this small area and its beauty and our straight road and up- 
stream dams for flood and water protection for future development of the Three 
Rivers community as an approach to Sequoia National Rark. The Terminus 
Daim is different from the ordinary flood-control dam. This project has not one 
basically sound fact, will do irreparable damage to the Three Rivers community, 
and at the same time leave this area “out flat” with not one cent of the $22 million 
to help our flood control. The Terminus Dam location has been picked out 
merely as a place to hold water without any consideration to basic principles of 
the terrain, the purpose—filood control on the Kaweah, water storage for Three 
Rivers, or the merits of the dam itself. 

We respectfully request that you give thoughtful consideration to this in 
formation and take appropriate and urgent steps to oppose the construction of 
Terminus Dam for which funds are now being sought in Congress. 

Mr. Scoyen's recent illustrated talk to the Three Rivers’ Chamber of Com- 
merce on Mission 66 brings to mind many pertinent things in regard to the future 
of this community as being the gateway to Sequoia National Park. There is 
no other community suitable for overnight tourists to Sequoia Park other than 
Three Rivers. We are close to the park, we have the scenery, we have the land, 
we have an all-year climate, and we have a community realizing its importance 
to the park and the park's importance to it. What will this community do 
Without flood protection and water storage for the future? 

We are disturbed about the waters that originate in the park area and are 
allowed to ravage this community without any protection to us. These waters 
destroy our lands, homes, communications, roads, businesses, ditches, pumps, 
cattle, and so forth. 

We feel, and we are solidly behind this decision, that something should be 
done to hold the crest of these floodwaters above us by a series of dams on the 
Kaweah and its forks. This would be a protection to ourselves as well as the 
valley and these dams higher up in the mountains an asset to our area. 

We are deeply concerned about our water supply for the future. This is of 
paramount importance. We will need a great quantity of water to take care of 
the needs of the gateway to Sequoia Park. We have the water, but it will have 
to be stored behind dams so it will be available when needed, and it will have 
to be held high enough to be available for all the community. 

Dry years will come again as they did in 1917, 1923-26, and others and a lack 
of stored water could cause catastrophic damage to this locality, and its efforts 
to take care of the increasing numbers of park visitors. 
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We ask you to help us defeat the building of the undesirable Terminus Dam, 
and urge the expenditure of these millions of dollars on upstream dams to protect 
and conserve soil and water for all of us, not just those in the valley. 

We are vitally affected by our road into Three Rivers and the park. We now 
have an excellent easy access road into the area. If Terminus is built, we and 
the park lose that. Here we quote from comments made by the State of Cali- 
fornia no this highway, “The Terminus Reservoir on the Raweah River will 
obstruct,” Highway 198, “the approach highway to Sequoia National Park. That 
highway has, within a comparatively recent period, been improved and has a 
durable surface on a concrete base with excellent alinement and grade, within 
the limits affected by the reservoir. It carries a large volume of traffic and 
has no alternative on a direct approach to one of the most important national 
parks in California. This reservoir will force the highway to a location on the 
steep slopes of the side of the canyon. There is a serious question as to what is 
justified in accepting crooked alinement as replacement of such an important 
road. It will take 8.9 miles of relocation to replace 6.2 miles along the present 
highway.” 

We know, and we want you to know, that the Terminus Dam, if constructed, 
will be an undesirable mudhole most of the time. 

This proposed dam is on a river that practically dries up when it gets to 
the valley every year. It is at an altitude of about 500 feet. The water is warm 
for miles before it reaches this point and the slimy moss gets so thick in the 
summer that the ranchers have to prevent it from clogging their pump intakes. 

Furthermore, we want you to know that Terminus Dam will not in any way 
add to our recreational value in this area, but definitely detract from it. Here 
we quote from the Fish and Wildlife Service Survey, “Terminus Dam potential 
and recreational uses and activities boating and angling—rating fair.” They 
go on to say that these areas are mostly unattractive because they are not natural 
lakes, and the fluctuating water level always leaves a barren, unsightly landscape 
and makes recreational installations extremely difficult. 

Our upstream dams, by providing cooler water storage, will improve the fishing, 
thereby the recreatianal value of this area. 

Our upstream creek areas are our great natural resource, and we know that the 
recreational value from these upstream sources will, in the future, be a greater 
asset only if these upstream dams are built, instead of the mostly dry, mossy, 
stinking areas at the proposed Terminus Dam site. 

It is a recognized fact that the per capita damage to the Three Rivers area 
above Terminus Dam site was far greater than it was in the valley. It is also 
a fact that our lands along our creeks are as valuable, or more so, than much 
of the so-called flooded area in the valley. Our upstream dams will protect the 
millions of dollars invested in our creek areas as well as the valley lowlands, 

In view of the facts presented, we say that these things are of vital im- 
portance to us and to you, and we therefore ask you to use all urgency and every 
means at your disposal to obstruct the construction of Terminus Dam and work 
for upstream structures, which will protect Three Rivers, as well as the valley, 
and thereby benefit the park. 

Yours for more thought and investigation on Terminus Dam. 

We believe we would not be discharging our duty to our fellow citizens and 
our community, and we believe it would be an injustice as well to you if you 
were not to get the facts and information we present on these pages, and we 
sincerely hope that you will take time to read this personal letter and act 
thereon. 

In December of 1955 there was a flood in the lowlands of Tulare County in 
areas that have been flooded periodically for hundreds, perhaps thousands, of 
years. On these lands, which are deposits of rich silt from ancient floods of 
the Kaweah River, and which in early California history were called sloughs, 
people have built towns, railroads, canals, highways, all of which have retarded 
the proper flow of these high waters, and now these people ask you to do an 
ininstice to Three Rivers, the gateway to Sequoia National Park, for their selfish 
ends. 

These improvements have been made without adequate effort to enlarge exist- 
ing channels or construct new channels; in fact, little effort was ever made to 
even clean and maintain old waterways. 

With the flood came resurgence of self-sympathy and a tremendous and 
masterfully worked out propaganda plan to obtain their own selfish ends. 

We are interested in honest government, not just government by pressure 
groups and politics. We believe in government of the people, by the people, and 
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for the people being governed, not a government whicn fosters or sanctions one 
group against another. 

We don’t have any liking for selfish politics or lobbyists. When the county 
of Tulare commissioned A. J. Elliot to Washington as their lobbyist in behalf 
of Terminus Dam, it was freely stated in the newspapers that the county would 
pay all his expenses. Whether they paid his expenses or not—only a Wash- 
ington investigation could tell—they were working to defeat the very purposes 
we, as county taxpayers, are working for. They are pushing for a dam which 
will do us no good and which we don’t want. No doubt Mr. Elliot has presented 
Washington with an array of facts, figures, and pictures, for granting 18 to 22 
million dollars to one of the most unsound, partisan, unjust, politically unde- 
sirable flood-control dams ever offered. 

It is our feeling that Tulare County supervisors are making great efforts to 
obtain governmental sanction for ideas of certain selfish pressure groups which 
are against the ideals and aims we as taxpayers are working for. We call this 
unrighteous politics, and we feel that these efforts are “so arrogant and so much 
in defiance of acceptable standards of propriety as to risk creating doubt among 
the American people concerning the integrity of governmental processes.” 

We agree on flood control and water storage, but not to our exclusion. We 
want you to know the whole truth. He who hears one side only, hears only half. 

Part of this plan was the publishing of enormous totals of flood damage, which 
we know by observation, business contracts, and insurance reports were in large 
measure propaganda, devised for their own ends. One of the cleverly used 
sympathy devices was a flood publication reportedly mailed to approximately 
300 officials in Washington. This pictorial brochure had some 20 to 25 pictures 
of extensive damage done above the proposed Terminus Dam site. 

But will Terminus Dam help to prevent this destruction to our area? No. 
Our damage above the proposed dam site was heavy in 1950 and in the December 
flood of 1955 our damage upstream was several times per capita what it was in 
the lowlands. But, where is our protection? None, out of $22 million. Ap- 
proximately one-fourth of the Red Cross money spent in the whole Tulare and 
Kings Counties flooded area for flood-disaster victims was spent above the pro- 
posed Terminus Dam site, but are we getting any flood protection from the 
millions to be spent on Terminus Dam? No. Not one cent. By far, the largest 
part of all the State highway damage in the county was above the proposed 
Terminum Dam site. Every county bridge on the rivers in this area was de- 
stroyed, or damaged. Think of these things and of how this project’s $22 mil- 
lion will be spent without accomplishing its purpose—flood control on the Kaweah 
River. 

Why build Terminus Dam where it will load up with debris, rock, and sand, 
thereby eventually losing its usefulness. Engineers say upstream dams should 
be above on the forks of the Kaweah, where it will hold the waters that origi- 
nate in the mountains above Three Rivers, before they become a menace. Here 
they will store water for all, give flood protection for all, and be an asset to all, 
and saving the Three Rivers area the unsightliness of this permanent blight. 
These are facts which you cannot deny. And we know that the United States 
Government can build these upstream dams if they want to. 

It is not right that Three Rivers continue to suffer in many ways, while our 
brothers downstream gorge themselves with Government money. 

Literally millions and millions of tons of sand, rock, and debris, to say 
nothing of the bridges, houses, pumps, cattle, chickens, and so forth from the 
Three Rivers area would have been in the pool area itself behind Terminus 
Dam, had it been constructed before the flood. 

The Army Corps of Engineers are asking $18 million for Terminus, which 
includes $100,000 for damsite purchase and road relocation, they say. The 
purchase of the water-pool area behind the dam, including road and utilities 
relocations will be around $4 million or more, regardless of any Army Corps 
of Engineer estimates, and even then we will have a road inferior to our very 
important road we now have. Think of how much more this $4 million will 
accomplish upstream in cheaper land areas and less road relocation. 

Proposed Terminus Dam will destroy hundreds of acres of productive land 
and valuable river frontage; and upstream dams to protect us all, will not do 
that. 

Anything built on a foundation of selfishness and basically unsound principles 
is not secure and cannot stand. Pressure, power, and politics are destroying 
tne American way of life, liberty, and pursuit of happiness, and free enterprise. 
The small farmer, the small-business man, the independent laborer are leaving 
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the American scene. They are forced to give up individual freedom for organiza- 
tion, and then the small group has to yield to the larger. You see it going 
on all around you. Pressure, power, and politics running the affairs of 
Americans. 

There is still a divine principle as there was in Lincoln’s day. Right is might. 
Regardless of pressure, power, or politics, we ask you to ponder this and to seek 
the almighty power in your decision. 

Have the proponents of Terminus Dam told you any of these things that are 
so vital to the future of the whole Three Rivers area, the gateway to Sequoia 
Park? No. 

Practically everyone in the valley is for upstream dams to protect all flood 
areas but Terminus is the only thing ever presented. 

Yours for more thought and investigation on Terminus Dam. 

Kill Terminus Dam until something better is worked out. March 27 and 29 
appropriation hearings. 

KAWEAH RIVER PROPERTY OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION, 
Three Rivers Calif., 
The Gateway to Sequoia National Park. 


CoLtumBIA River anp Ice Harsor Dam ProJECTs 


WepNespay, Marcon 2s, 1956. 


WITNESSES 


HON. WALTER NORBLAD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OREGON 

JAMES H. CELLERS, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, COLUMBIA RIVER 
SALMON & TUNA PACKERS ASSOCIATION, ASTORIA, OREG. 


DREDGING MOUTH OF COLUMBIA RIVER 


Mr. Kirwan. The committee will be glad to hear you at this time, 
Congressman Norblad. 

Mr. Norsiap. Mr. Chairman, the request before your committee 
for adequate fnds to continue the work of dredging the mouth of 
the Columbia River to eventually attain a depth of 48 feet is, in my 
opinion, of major importance. 

During the next fiscal year the sum of $1,300,000 will be needed to 
continue the work which is already under way. 

The large dredge /’ssayons is coming from New York to the Colum- 
bia River to do the work during the spring and summer months of 
this year and it would be a waste of money not to allow adequate 
funds to have it continue its work into the fall of this year. It is 
hoped that it may continue operations until November when heavy 
weather will require its discontinuance. 

The present bar depth was adequate during the years prior to World 
War IT but with the much deeper draft of modern- day ships, com- 
merce crossing this present bar is in peril. While a 40-foot depth 
might be sufficient for some harbors, the high seas on the C wo 
River Bar are such that the rise and fall of a i ship traversing the area 
is considerable and as a result greater depths are needed to compen- 
sate for this variation in the water levels. 

The Columbia River drains tremendous areas of the Pacitie North- 
west and the great bulk of the water cargoes move along its course. 
Adequate depths must be maintained to keep this commerce moving 
without interruption. 
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Ick Harbor Dam 


Mr. James Cellers, who represents the Columbia River Salmon and 
Tuna Packers Association will make the presentation with reference 
to Ice Harbor Dam. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right, proceed. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES CELLERS 


Mr. Cetiers. Mr. Chairman, [ realize that I have very little time 
and Lam not going to say muc h except L have a written statement 
here which I would like to comment on briefly before presenting it to 
the committee. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right, go ahead, Mr. Cellers. 

Mr. Cetiers. We are protesting the proposed budget appropriation 
of $5 million for the construction of the Ice Harbor Dam on the 
Snake River in the State of Washington. 

We are protesting this because we feel that it will destroy the 
Columbia River salmon resource which is producing at the present 
time some $17 million annually in revenues and some 35 million 
pounds of valuable protein food, according to statistics by the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service. 

We are not alone in this protest. You have received, I believe 
protests from the Oregon Fish Commission, the Washington Depart- 
ment of Fisheries, the | Oregon and Washington Departments of Fish 
and Game, the National Izaak Walton League, the Oregon Wild 
Life Federation, the Oregon division of the Izaak Walton League, 
and the Washington State Sports Council and I believe from others. 

If you wish to know why we think that this dam will destroy the 
salmon in the river, I will just read you briefly a statement from 
House Document 531 of March 20, 1950, this statement being a letter 
of transmittal from the Secretary of the Army: 

The lower Snake dams collectively present the greatest threat to the main- 
tenance of the Columbia River salmon population of any projects heretofore 
constructed or authorized in the basin. 

We feel and we believe that investigations will disclose that Ice 
Harbor Dam is the first of a series of dams that must be constructed 
if Ice Harbor and its associated dams are to be economically feasible 
in any way. Is it the intention to put other dams on the lower Snake 
River? The principal proponent of Ice Harbor Dam is the Inland 
Waterways Association, an organization interested in river shipping 
in Oregon and Washington on the Columbia River. 

Congress has already spent some $70 million for specific and joint 
navigation allocation from your multipe-purpose projects. This is 
to furnish navigation for approximately 275 miles of the river. They 
carry about 3 million tons of cargo a year in this river, and it does 
not take very much mathematical figuring to figure out that it is 
very, very expensive and your cost between Walla Walla and Lewiston 
in this package of dams will be a great deal higher than it has been 
on the lower part of the river. 

In power, this region has a power production capacity of 7,700,000 
kilowatts. Seven percent of the power in the Nation is out there in 
that area where we have 3 percent of the population—38,600,000 kilo- 
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watts have been built by the Government, and the Government now 
has structures under contract or under construction which will furnish 
an additional 2,900,000 kilowatts of power. 

By 1961, when Ice Harbor is scheduled to be completed, this area 
will have over 10 million kilowatts of power available to it. 

Ice Harbor will add less than 3 percent to that power. Its rating 
for power generation is 270,000 kilowatts and a very poor primary 
power rating of 144 kilowatts is what we get out of there. That 
1s power which is available at all times, and under any weather 
condition. 

We wonder where you are going with this thing. In initiating 
the construction of Ice Harbor you are starting a new series of dams, 
and the 4 dams on the lower Snake River will cost $700 million 
in order to make them feasible and to get a return on your power 
sales you will have to build storage dams higher up, which will cost 
another half billion dollars. 

The Bonneville Power Administration tells us that the Northwest 
will need 9 million more kilowatts of power by 1975. 

Now, that is going to cost $4,500 million of somebody’s money. 

In addition to that, you will be spending $1 billion to complete 
the projects that you have already authorized and appropriated for. 

Then, in addition to that, in that 20-year period, you will have to 
spend another $1,500 million to construct dams to provide power 
after 1975, making a total of $7 billion. 

Gentlemen, this country out there is not a poor country. It is 
not a country that is without ability to help itself. 

We have private capital which is now seeking to build some 57 proj- 
ects that would bring in almost this 9 million kilowatts of additional 
power that they need out there and we urge you that you give them 
a chance and not start this new series of dams and not proceed on 
the basis of having to spend all of this additional money because just 
right now it will only cost you $5 million; $1 million has been appro- 
pr riated. I want tos say one word about that $1 million appropriation. 

I hear that when the Government starts appropriating for some- 
thing, it never stops appropriating. I do not think that is the right 
attitude. We went up north to a little town where we were pet. 
and put in $30,000 for a new plant. At first we were going to spend 
$250,000 on it. In the interim, we found out that it was not feasible. 
We walked off and left the $30,000 go and we were much better off than 
if we had put in the $250,000 and lost that. 

I think you would be a whole lot better off to leave this first $1 mil- 
lion there rather than to put in what you will have to spend on this 
construction. 

The Government has ordered the Army engineers to review this 
whole Columbia River program. 

Now, that review will be available to you next year, and I sincerely 
hope that you will delay this project until that review report comes 
out and you have taken a new look at it. Brigadier General Itschner 
states that they want to take a new look at this project, because he 
feels that the time will come when they will have to stop building 
any more power projects on the C olumbia River, because in time there 
may be atomic power by nuclear fission. 

Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your statement, Mr. Cellers? 

Mr. Cexiers. Yes. 
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(The statement submited by Mr. Cellers is as follows :) 


The membership of the Columbia River Salmon and Tuna Packers Association 
includes individuals, companies, and corporations engaged in the business of 
canning, freezing, processing, marketing, and distributing fish and other water- 
food products. Our membership in the course of usual operations processes over 
90 percent of the commercial salmon catch taken on and in the vicinity of the 
Columbia River. 

The purpose of this statement is to supplement the oral statement protesting 
the proposal to appropriate moneys for the construction of Ice Harbor Dam on 
the tower Snake Kiver in the State of Washington, made to your committee by 
the executive secretary of this association, Mr. James H. Cellers, on March 28, 
1956. 

The only interest of your petitioners in this matter is the preservation of the 
Columbia River salmon resource. According to the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service, this resource produces an annual income in excess of $17 mil- 
lion in its commercial and recreational fishery aspects. As related to the com- 
mercial fishery, this value is based upon processor levels. The final value of the 
annual return from this resource, with commercial production rated at retail 
prices, is in excess of $21 million. The Columbia River salmon resource has been 
exploited commercially for almost a century and has never failed to produce sub- 
stantial values in any year. There is every reason to believe that if major dam 
structures in the path of the migrating salmon do not cause the destruction of 
this resource, its production will continue indefinitely. 

Columbia River salmon is a fine aritcle of food. It is high in nutritional values 
and protein content. The Columbia River spawned salmon produce some 35 
million pounds of fine protein food each year. As protein food is one of the most 
scarce food items in the world today, and many economists agree that it will 
grow more and more scarce as world population increases, as source of supply 
of food of this type has a value to which it is difficult, if not impossible, to affix 
a dollar mark. Our experience in the past three decades has clearly indicated 
that an undernourished people cannot be a strong and able people. Our national 
productivity, which has astounded the world, has been built upon a foundation 
of the best-fed workers in the world. 

We would like to state here that what we have to say is in no way connected 
with the controversy relative to the merits of public power versus private power. 
We are not interested in who builds dams but in what they may do to the 
salmon resource. We have in the past, and will in the future, refuse to partici- 
pate in any of the partisan or political aspects that may enter this problem. 

We would call to your attention that we are not alone in this position of 
protest against proposals to construct Ice Harbor Dam. 

We are informed that you have before you protests from such organizations 
as— 

The Oregon Fish Commission 

The Washington Department of Fisheries 

The game departments of the two States indicated above 

The National Izaak Walton League 

The Oregon Wildlife Federation 

The Oregon Division of the Izaak Walton League 

The Washigton State Sports Council 
and, peruaps other groups whose current action is not known to us, but, who have 
protested in past years to similar proposals, These groups represent thousands 
of citizens in the States of Oregon and Washington and we urge upon you that 
their attitude be carefully considered. 


PROPOSAL FORMERLY REJECTED 


We would have noted in the record that the Congress in the course of recent 
years has five times rejected pleas to appropriate funds for the building of this 
structure after full hearings and discussion, and only in the year 1955, without 
hearings, with no opportunity for the opponents of this project to present their 
case, was a token appropriation made. We do not believe the fact of this 
small appropriation should cause the Congress to continue with the building of 
a structure which, when completed, will call for the construction of three 
other dams in the same vicinity and storage dams on the upper reaches of the 
Snake River and its tributaries which will require a Government investment of 
well over half a billion dollars in an area where it has already expended or is 
committed to expend over $3 billion to provide that section of the country with 
power, navigational facilities, and reclamation projects. 
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A NAVIGATION PROJECT 


Ice Harbor Dam is not primarily a power project. Its contribution to the 
overall power or irrigation potential of the area can only be a minor one. It 
was originally conceived and authorized as a navigation project, which with 3 
other and similar structures, would open up approximately 113 miles of the 
Snake River between Walla Walla, Wash., and Lewiston, Idaho. Evidence 
of the truth of this statement is borne out by the record. The principal and 
most persistent proponent of plans to build this dam is and has been the Inland 
Waterways Association with headquarters at Walla Walla, Wash. The plan 
ealls for three dams in addition to Ice Harbor in order to fulfill navigation needs. 
They have been authorized and are designated as Little Goose, Lower Monu- 
mental, and Lower Granite. The estimated cost of the 4 structures is approxi- 
mately $700 million. In addition an investigation will indicate that even 
after substantial allocations from this cost are made to such items as navigation 
and irrigation (the latter concerning Ice Harbor alone in a minor wav) this 
series of dams will not have an adequate ratio of benefits to costs, without the 
construction of high storage dams farther up in the system. 

On this basis, in permitting a real start to be made on Ice Harbor the Con- 
gress is on the point of committing itself to close to a billion dollars of expendi- 
tures to complete this closely knit package deal. 


THE HIGH COST OF NAVIGATION 


Already some $70 million in nonreimbursable costs have been allotted to 
navigation specifically or jointly from the total cost of multipurpose Government 
projects on the Columbia River, with existing and under construction items 
included. 

This covers a stretch of approximately 275 miles of river from Bonneville 
upward and represents a cost of about $250,000 a mile. There can be no doubt 
but what this ratio of cost will be greatly increased when Ice Harbor and its 
3 associated dams are built, all in 118 miles of the Snake River, for the upper 3 
dams will have no other cost allocations under present plans except power and 
navigation. 

All but 100 miles of this stretch from Bonneville Dam to Lewiston is now 
navigable. The amount of cargo hauled over this navigable area today in no 
way justifies current expenditures. A great portion of it consists of petroleum 
products. Pipelines have already taken away some of this potential cargo and 
as they are extended will undoubtedly take more. Potential cargoes which might 
be tapped in the Lewiston area for the great part consist of products already 
in surplus to the West. 

In regard to savings claimed for this form of transportation we would like to 
quote from House Document 159, Public Aids to Domestic Transportation, a 
report to the 79th Congress by a board of investigation appointed under the 
Transportation Act of 1940, page 170: 

“Savings to waterway users: Benefits from improved waterways have been 
commonly measured in terms of transportation savings which are or may be 
realized by those who use the waterways * * * it must nevertheless be stressed 
that the savings referred to are not real economic savings such as would indicate 
the comparative economy of waterway transportation. They result largely or 
wholly from a shifting of transportation costs from the shippers to the taxpayers, 
who instead bear the hidden costs of navigation improvement and _ their 
maintenance.” 

It might also be remarked that the region is now well served by railroads and 
trucklines. 

WHY WE OBJECT 


You might well be considering our previous statement in regard to our sole 
interest in this matter is preservation of the salmon resource and wondering 
why we have been discussing navigation. We have been trying to indicate that 
Iee Harbor and the other three lower Snake dams, pushed so persistently by 
navigation interests, are not in any way justified by prospective returns. 

What will they do to the salmon? 

We quote from House Document 531, March 20, 1950, appendix P, page 2909, 
paragraph 227. (This document being a letter of transmittal from the Secretary 
of the Army) : 
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The lower Snake dams collectively present the greater threat to the mainte- 
nance of the Columbia River salmon population of any projects heretofore con- 
structed or authorized in the basin.” 

POWER 


According to the Bonneville Power Administration the region now has a power 
production capacity of 7,700,000 kilowatts. In other words, this region now 
has 7 percent of all United States power to serve 3 percent of the national popu- 
lation. Of this amount the Federal Government is producing 3,600,000 kilowatts 
and has now under construction facilities which will produce an additional 
2,900,000 kilowatts. Ice Harbor will add to the present total power a rated 
capacity of 270,000 kilowatts and a prime power capacity of 144,000 kilowatts. 
By the time Ice Harbor can go on the line (1961) the region with projects now 
under construction completed will have a total capacity of over 10 million kilo- 
watts. Ice Harbor will add less than 3 percent to this total, and with its asso- 
ciated 3 dams only 810,000 kilowatts at a cost of half a billion dollars. It should 
be noted here that the region now has a surplus of interruptible power, and that 
these dams will add only 526,000 kilowatts of prime power, available at low- 
water periods, an extremely poor ratio. Prime power is now the great need of 
the area. 

THE ANSWER 


There are other significant reasons why the Congress should not at this 
time make any appropriation which would commit the Government to building a 
new series of multipurpose structures in the Columbia Basin. 

The last complete review of the development program on the Columbia River 
and its tributaries was made by the Army Engineer Corps in 1948. At the 
present the corps is under instruction to make another complete review of the 
Columbia River program in the light of current conditions. We hold that it is 
not good business to start another costly series of dams in that area until such 
time a& this review has been completed and the value, current need, and timing 
for these structures evaluated again. 

One of the matters which led to the review study was indicated by Brigadier 
General Itschner, then division engineer in that urea for the Army Engineer 
Corps. General Itschner in a public statement made late in 1955 declared that 
the time had come when cognizance must be taken of the fact that in the not 
too far distant future some end could be seen for the further development of 
hydro power in the Pacific Northwest area. General Itschner stated that advances 
in the development of power by thermal means from nuelear fission, must be 
studied in relation to the needs for hydro power. It can be pointed out that 
thermal power is all firm power and that industry can locate its plants at either 
the market or source of raw material, while such plants must be brought to the 
source of hydro power, wherever available. In view of this situation, it would 
seem the part of discretion for the Congress to delay further proceedings toward 
further major construction appropriations until the new program study has been 
completed. 

Another factor connected with this study is the projected arrival of natural 
sas being pipelined to this area and due within 18 months. This may have a 
significant effect upon the demand for industrial power from hydro sources. 


FISHERY STUDIES 


There is no doubt but what the problems of -the continued existence of the 
tisheries will have its place in this study. During the past 5 years intense 
research activities have been conducted in an attempt to solve the problem of 
passing migrating salmon up and down over dams. To date this problem has 
not been solved, but we in the industry have been told that some advances have 
heen made. Given time, and the value of the industry certainly is such as to 
deserve consideration, the preblem of coexistence of dams and anadromous fish 
runs may be solved. We urge this matter, too, in our plea for halting any further 
appropriation for Tee Harbor Dam at this time, and, in connection with this 
statement wish to point out that no major fish run has been passed over any dam 
to date as high as the structure contemplated in the Iee Harbor project. 

In connection with your study of this matter we would urge you to ascertain 
if the alleged benefit factors of this structure includes any cost data relative to 
the almost certain extinction of the salmon runs that it and associated structures 
would destroy. 
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WHERE I8 THE END? 


We believe that the Congress should look toward the end of this program of 
power development in the Pacific Northwest. The Bonneville Power Adminis- 
tration in its advance program for 1955 report states that by 1975, 20 years, the 
area will need 9 million more kilowatts. It states that in addition to $1 billion 
needed to complete construction on Federal projects now under way, another 
$4.5 billion will have to be invested in multipurpose river projects and related 
transmission facilities. Looking beyond that point this report points out while 
$5.5 billion must be expended to meet the 1975 requirements, more millions will 
be needed in that period to start projects to meet needs beyond 1975, making a 
total of $7 billion. The report states that this amount should be expended at 
a minimum rate of $350 million annually. We ask where is the Government 
going in this matter. 

We urge that private capital can now be found in the Pacific Northwest area 
to meet the actual power needs of the area. In fact, there are projects which 
will produce millions of kilowatts now held up, apparently by political, legal, 
and other considerations. 

In view of all these circumstances, in view of the needs of other sections of 
the Nation for Federal expenditures, we urge that your committee heed the 
protests of the thousands of Northwest citizens who do not want the Columbia 
River salmon resource destroyed, and at least wait until the new study has been 
completed before starting a new program of construction which the building of 
Ice Harbor Dam, must of necessity initiate. 


Mr. Norsiap. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 


Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, gentlemen. You have made a very good 
presentation. 





Cotumsra Bastn Prosectr 
Wepnespay, Marcn 28, 1956. 


WITNESSES 


HON. HAL HOLMES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

HUBERT H. WALTER, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT, WASHINGTON 
STATE COLUMBIA BASIN COMMISSION 

LOEN BAILIE 

W. P. STAPLETON 

GEORGE ZAHN, MEMBER, COLUMBIA BASIN COMMISSION 


Mr. Kirwan. Congressman Holmes, are you in charge of this group ? 

Mr. Houtmes. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Krrwan. You may proceed. 

Mr. Hoimrs. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, Mr. 
Hubert H. Walter of the Washington State Columbia Basin Com- 
mission will be our first witness, 

Mr. Krrwan. We have allotted you 10 minutes and I hope you do 
a good job in that time, Congressman. 

Mr. Maenuson. Mr. Chairman, these folks are all constituents of 
mine and I want to ask the committee, of which I am a member, to 
give them special consideration and special attention. 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes; I believe the committee will be happy to give 
them every consideration. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes; we will do that for Mr. Magnuson and Mr. 
Holmes both. 

Mr. Kirwan. Proceed, Mr. Walter. 
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STATEMENT OF HUBERT H. WALTER 


Mr. Wavrer. My name is Hubert H. Walter and I am the admin- 
istrative assistant of the Washington State Columbia Basin Commis 
sion, a State agency charged with resource development, particularly 
as it applies to reclamation and to agriculture. 

We ask that the budget request of $13,850,000 for the Columbia 
Basin project, $1,500,000 for the Foster Creek unit of the Chief Joseph 
roject, $1,288,000 for the Kennewick unit of the Yakima project, and 
$1,720,000 for the Roza powerplant of the Yakima project, be ap 
proved. All of these projects have the unanimous support of the 

Columbia Basin Commission, and the rapid continuation of them 
aan they are completed is vital to the economy of the areas in which 
they are located. 

We believe it is only good business for the Government to go ahead 
with these, and certainly it is necessary to maintain the previously 
adopted schedule of construction if the investment of the private 
individuals and business organizations made in these areas is not to 
be placed in jeopardy. 

The value of these projects has already been proven and the success 
of them is measured in the production record and the tangible evidence 
of new communities, business expansion, and the increased taxes that 
are flowing both to the Federal and local governments. No longer 
is there any speculation about the Columbia Basin project not being 
a sound business enterprise. 

We are asking for appropriations this year of a sum less than the 
project itself will pay back to the Government in the fiscal year in 
which the appropriation, if granted, would be expended. The Colum- 
bia Basin project, including Grand Coulee Dam, already has returned 
well over $100 million to the Government, and we are repaying now 
at the rate of $1,200,000 a month. ‘That means that in the next fiscal 
year, if the present rate of repayment continues, and there is every 
reason to believe that it will, we will pay the Government over $14 
million. The Government already has made its net investment on this 
project, and from now on, it will receive from the project more than 
will be sought i in annual appropriations. 

Columbia Basin lands have been irrigated with water from behind 
Grand Coulee Dam only since 1952, and in these last 4 years, we have 
created new wealth in agricultural products amounting to $46,983,000, 
This project has to be continued at the established rate in order to 
protect both the farmers on the land and the businesses and profes- 
sions that have been established to service the farmers and others. 
There have been expenditures of more than $50 million in processing 
plants to handle the agricultural products. These plants were built, 
not only for the land that is in production, but also for lands to come 
into production annually for the next few years. 

Public and private sources in the State of Washington and else- 
where have invested and made available for investment, more than 
$150 million since 1946 when construction work was first started on 
the irrigation features. 

We have spent nearly 510 million on farm-to-market roads, and the 
last State legislature authorized another $4,300,000 for farm roads to 
keep ahead of the irrigation development. Schools have spent more 
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than $9 million for new facilities. Civic expenditures for streets, 
vater systems, sewer systems, and other municipal facilities have 
reached $7,800,000. Churches alone have spent $5,500,000 in the area. 

These expenditures could not be considered the best investment if the 
project is not maintained on schedule. Those who made these expen- 
ditures did so in the anticipation that the land would be brought under 
irrigation at the rate of 50,000 to 60,000 acres a year until 1961-62. 
They had every right to proceed on that assumption because the 
Interior Department and Congress itself had adopted a program call- 
ing for that schedule. Now if the Government does not keep its part of 
the bargain, those investments could not be considered good invest- 
ments. 

The demand for land on the Columbia Basin has not lessened, not- 
withstanding reports of unfavorable farm prices. The Government- 
owned lands on the project are sold to veterans on a priority basis 
determined by lottery. Only last week there was a drawing for 15 
federally owned units and there were 1,700 applications for them. 

However, it is the farmer and the prospective farmer who will 
suffer the most if there is any letup in the construction program. Last 
year we had a total of 149,229 acres irrigated which returned a gross 
value of $16,961,000. This was an increase in value of over 4 percent 
over 1954. These irrigated acres are bearing the burden of the oper- 
ation and maintenance costs, and the burden on those farmers is more 
than it should be. This will be equalized only when additional lands 
come into production. The operation and maintenance costs are a 
relatively fixed charge. To spread these charges over as much acre- 
age as possible would ease the burden against the individual. That 
is ocala only by bringing more land into production. 

These farmers suffer beyond that. They are not finding the best 
marketing conditions at present due in a large part to the fact that 
we have had inadequate processing plants. The reason we have inade- 
quate processing plants is because we have insuflicient land under cul- 
tivation to induce processors to make the investment. They will come 
when more land is irrigated and more produce is grown to assure plant 
operations. But until we get more land, those presently farming in 
the basin will be denied that processing outlet for their produce. 

The prospective farmers will suffer because these landowners who 
are not yet getting water have made investments to prepare their 
farms for cultivation when the water arrives. The date when that 
water was to arrive was fixed and the owners prepared for it, and 
if the program is not carried out as agreed, those prospective farmers 
will lose the investments in land development that they had every 
right to make. 

Our lands are contributing little to the farm-surplus problem be- 
cause most of our products are not those which are now in surplus. 
But even if they were, the construction program should be continued 


because the expenditures made the next fiscal year, in many cases, will e 
be made to bring land in a few years hence, and certainly the surplus 
problem will vanish by then. 

Approval of the $1,288,000 for the Kennewick unit is urgently re- 
quested. This will virtually complete the Kennewick unit of the , 
Yakima project and mean the completion of the entire project which 
was taken over by the Government in 1906. The soundness of that 
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investment has been proven by the prosperity of the project. It was 
on this project where units first returned to the Government the full 
investment in the reclamation development. ‘They were the Tieton 
and Sunnyside units of the Yakima project, which repaid in full and 
did so ahead of the due date. 

The Kennewick unit is located in an area where much agricultural 
land has been taken out of production due to governmental activities. 
It is an area which has shown a great increase in population. ‘The 
markets for the crops grown on this unit will be found near home. 

Likewise, the proposed appropriation for the Roza powerplant will 
go a long way toward completing that small powerplant in an area 
where there are prospects of a dangerous power shortage. ‘This 
project will have no bearing on the agricultural production, but it 
will ease the financial burden of the farmers on the Roza unit by 
giving them a cheaper power rate and a partial payout of their 
project through power revenues. It will aid in reducing the power 
cost to the water users and will furnish a new source of power for 
general usage. ‘The Government contracted to build that plant; the 
feasibility has been established, and it must be completed if the 
Government is to recover moneys expended several years ago for power 
features on this project. 

We ask, too, for $1,500,000 for the Foster Creek unit of the Chief 
Joseph development. Lands in this project also will have no bearing 
on the surpluses. This unit contains some of the finest orchard land 
in the West. Much of this acreage will be devoted to apples which 
are not in surplus and which do not provide a benefit-payment problem 
to the Government. 

Much of the land in north central Washington has been taken out 
of production due to urban development, highways, and governmental 
activities. The land that will come into production on this unit will 
not offset the lands that have been lost, and more agricultural lands 
in that area are vital to the economy. The total cost of this project 
is under $5 million, but the economical benefits that it will provide are 
many times that figure. 

The State of Washington has an enviable record in reclamation 
development, not only by its repayment achievements, but through the 
prosperous farm homes and thriving communities. The State’s popu- 
lation has increased 48 percent since ‘1948, but our agricultural develop- 
ment has not kept pace. We need more agricultur: al lands, and we 
can get them only through reclamation. 

We respectfully urge that the $13,850,000 for the Columbia Basin 
project, $1,500 ,000 for the Foster Creek unit of the Chief Joseph 
project, $1, 288.000 for the Kennewick unit of the Yakima project, 
and $1,720,000 for Roza powerplant, be approved. 


LIGHTING SYSTEM FOR GRAND COULEE DAM 


On top of that, gentlemen, I want to ask for one more thing which is 
not contained in the budget, but which I believe should be granted and 
that is $75,000 for the “installation of a lighting system of Grand 
Coulee Dam. There is the greatest structure that was ever built by 
man. It is a tourist attraction and it is one of the greatest sights 
that we have. Still at night it is dark while other structures which 


are far inferior, and not nearly as majestic, and not nearly as attrac- 
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tive, do have lights. We feel that Grand Coulee Dam should be 
lighted at night. PP 

That $75,000 is the estimate that has been proposed for the lighting 
system so we would like to have it. 

We believe that we should have it in order to enhance the value of a 
national resource at a national installation. 

We do feel that the $75,000 requested for lighting Grand Coulee 
Dam although part of the project, it will result in value beyond that 
to the project itself and, therefore, the sum should be nonreimbursable. 

Gentlemen, that is briefly our story. If there are any questions I 
would be glad to answer them. 

We do hope that you will be favorable to our request and we thank 
you very much for the time that you have given us. 

Mr. Kirwan. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Macnuson. Mr. Walter, how does the Bureau of Reclamation 
feel about the lighting of Grand Coulee Dam ? 

Mr. Watrer. They are supporting our request. At the local level, 
they do believe that it should be lighted, and they agree with the 
water users that it should be a nonreimbursable cost. 

Mr. Maanuson. Did they compute the cost for you of $75,000? 

Mr. Watrtrr. No, sir, not entirely. They studied it but these were 
costs provided to us. They are very tentative in nature, and the 
estimates were made by local communities. 

Mr. Maenvson. You have some members of the commission appear- 
ing here, I believe? 

Mr. Water. Yes. 

Mr. Hotmes. Mr. Zahn. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE ZAHN 


Mr. Zann. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee. my name 
is George Zahn, member of the Columbia Basin Commission and a 
member of the State senate of the State of Washington. 

Now, the lighting of the dam is important to the towns of Coulee 
Dam, Ephrata, and Electric City, where they need that tourist revenue. 
I believe shortly that they will be before the Congress to make an in- 
corporated town from a Government town out of Coulee Dam. 

In addition to the fact of having that beautiful structure there, which 
is one of the Nation’s attractions, they need to hold those tourists there 
a little longer in order to aid their economy. I believe it would well 
pay for itself in the additional taxes brought in, not only to the 
State of Washington but the Nation asa whole. 

Mr. Watrrr. I would like to present these photographs, Mr. Chair- 
man, which are actual pictures of Chief Joseph, the Army engineers 
project and the Grand Coulee Dam, the world’s greatest dam, one 
lighted and one unlighted. 

I believe the lighting up of Grand Coulee Dam would be in the 
national interest. 

Mr. JeNsEN. How would it be lighted ? 

Mr. Wartrer. We would have to put floodlights on the powerhouse, 
shedding light on the falls. The amount of power revenue involved 
would be insignificant because the tourist season is at a time when 
there is adequate power. The installation of these lights would mean 
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additional revenue to the Government in that we are charging 30 
cents per person to go through the powerplants, and the revenue w ‘hich 
is raised in that way is more than the cost of the guide service. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. Are you finished, Mr. Magnuson ? 

Mr. Maenuson. Yes. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right; who is your next witness, Mr. Holmes? 

Mr. Hoitmes. Mr. Chairman, if you would permit me to, I would 
like to introduce these other gentlemen. There are present, Mr. Loen 
Bailie, and Mr. W. P. Stapleton. 

Mr. Kirwan. We are glad to have had these gentlemen here as con- 
stituents of Mr. Holmes and Mr. Magnuson, who are both very able 
Representatives from the State of Washington. 


Mr. Houmes. Thank you. 


Wepnespay, Marcu 28, 1956. 


BELLINGHAM Harpsor Progecr 
WITNESSES 


HON. JACK WESTLAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

PETER ZUANICH, CHAIRMAN, BELLINGHAM PORT COMMISSION 

T. B. ASMUNDSON, COMMISSIONER, BELLINGHAM PORT COMMISSION 

WALTER S. DAILEY, MANAGER, PORT OF BELLINGHAM 


Mr. Kirwan. Congressman Westland, you may proceed. 

Mr. Wrstritanp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
would like to appear here on behalf of the Bellingham project. 

I have a statement which I have submitted for the record. 

Incidentally, I would like to have you see these pictures to see what 
a beautiful country we have out there. If you just take a look at these 
pictures, I think they will tell you as much or more than I could prob- 
ably do in the report. 

Mr. Magnuson. Before Congressman Westland proceeds, may I, a 
a member of the subcommittee, extend a special welcome to these wit- 
nesses, who are all constituents of mine as well as of Congressman 
Westland ? 

Mr. Westianp. This budget request is for $400,000, which would 
start the Bellingham project, which will have a final total cost of 
$1,566,000, and the primary basis of this is to enlarge the harbor in 
order to accommodate an increased number of fishing vessels. 

This particular project has the highest benefit-cost ratio of any in 
my district. It is 1.64 to 1. 

This project has been under consideration for 16 years, Mr. Chair- 
man, and was finally authorized by the Congress in 1954. 

This is almost entirely 2 commercial proposition. There are about 

250 commercial fishing boats in this harbor at the present time. I 
think those pictures there will show you the extremely crowded condi- 
tion that exists at the present time. 

These fishing vessels alone have a replacement value of around 
$8 million, and the pleasure craft have a replacement value, or cost, of 
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about $295,000. So, at least, in my opinion, this is a commercial propo- 
sition rather than a pleasure-craft deal. 

As far as local participation is concerned, the port of Bellingham has 
already spent $1,200,000 on harbor improvements, and is ready, will- 
ing, and able to spend another $280,000 on this specific portion of it, 
which, in my opinion, is a good example of full local participation. 
For acity of 35,000 population, it seems to me a very substantial contri- 
bution on their part. 

The funds requested would remove the present 2,500-foot break- 
water and extend it into a 3,900-foot breakwater, raising it 
considerably. 

One of those pictures shows the situation existing at high tide where 
you can barely see the breakwater. 

This particular project has the full support of everyone in Washing- 
ton, I believe from the letters I have received, and I believe Mr. Mag- 
nuson has received some, too. 

It has been approved by the Bureau of the Budget and the Army 
engineers and we trust that this committee will see fit to retain this 
money in its recommendations. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

(The statement submitted by Mr, Westland is as follows:) 





MODIFICATION PROJECT FOR BELLINGHAM HARBOR IN THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 





Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I represent the Second District 
of the State of Washington and would like to present to you facts supporting 
the need for retention of a $400,000 supplemental budget request to finance 
initial work on this project. 

Basically, this project is designed to double the moorage capacity of the harbor 
at Bellingham, a principal city located in my congressional district. The appro- 
priation of $400,000 would start a project which will cost $1,366,650. The United 
States Army engineers have estimated that $400,000 will cover all construction 
which can be done during the first year of work on this project. 

The mechanics of the improvement consist of removing a breakwater which 
presently protects the harbor, and constructing a new breakwater, which by its 
length and location would double the effective harbor size. 

Justification for this project rests upon its value to the commercial fishing 
industry and consequently to the port of Bellingham which depends on fishery 
operations for a substantial portion of its revenues. 

This project has been approved by the Bureau of the Budget. It has a benefit- 
to-cost ratio of 1.64 to 1, and has the highest such ratio of any project on the engi- 
neers’ agenda of unfinanced projects in my congressional district. The project has 
been under consideration for 16 years, and was authorized by Congress in 1954. 

The present harbor facilities are inadequate to provide shelter for the. fishing 
fleet. There are currently 252 commercial fishing boats, valued at $5,274,341, 
moored in the harbor. These vessels have a replacement cost of $8 million. 
There are 90 purse seiners, 78 gill-net boats, 48 trollers, 34 cannery tenders and 
7 large otter-trawlers. In addition, there is a pleasure boat fleet of 97 vessels 
valued at $295,000. 

This project has the unified backing of the citizenry of the Bellingham area. 
The port of Bellingham already has spent $1,200,000 on harbor improvements, 
and stands ready to install moorage facilities to develop the improved harbor. 
In addition, the port will dredge the moorage to a depth of 12 feet at mean low 
water. This portion of the project will cost the port around $280,000. 

The United States Army engineers’ share of the project will include removal 
of the present 2,500-foot breakwater, and construction of a 2-section breakwater 
3,900 feet in length. A portion of the material now used in the present break- 
water will be utilized for the improvement work. 

I believe this project will contribute significantly to the entire fisheries industry 
of northwest Washington by providing safe moorage proximate to the fishing 
areas of Puget Sound. It will provide supplemental income for the area through 
general development of marine activities. 
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It has been approved by the Army engineers after comprehensive studies re- 
quiring several years. It was approved by the Bureau of the Budget after an 
intensive investigation of exact benefits to commercial users. It has the en- 
thusiastic backing, financially and generally, of the people of the Bellingham 
area. I urge that this appropriation request sent to you by the Bureau of the 
Budget, be retained, and that funds be allotted. 

Mr. Kirwan. Who is your next witness, Mr. Westland. 

Mr. WestLaAnp. Our next witness, Mr. Chairman, is Mr. Zuanich, 
chairman of the port of Bellingham. 

Mr. Karwan. Mr. Zuanich, the committee will be glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF PETER ZUANICH 


Mr. Zuanicu. Mr. Chairman, I want to concur in all of the re- 
marks that Congressman Westland has made about this particular 
project, which we feel is very meritorius and is one which we are cer- 
tainly happy to see the Army engineers recommend and the Bureau 
of the Budget approve to the extent of $400,000. 

The present condition in Bellingham Harbor, I think, is illustrated 
by those pictures, and our figures on our operations over the past 2 or 
3} years indicate that we have to turn away annually 125 commercial 
boats seeking permanent berthage, and approximately 50 commercial 
boats seeking temporary berthage. 

We-have turned away as high as 100 boats from Alaska and boats 
seeking storm protection and the reason for it is the harbor is so 
congested that it is impossible to accommodate the boats that come 
in there seeking shelter. 

Mr. Maenuson. Would that be winter moorage ? 

Mr. Zuanicu. Yes; 125 boats that want permanent berthage the year 
round. 

Mr. Maenvson. It isnot acase of just running in for a day’s shelter? 

Mr. Zuanicu. No; it isa permanent proposition. Of course, during 
the height of the fishing season, there are a great many boats from 
Alaska and from distant points in Puget Sound which do come to 
the Bellingham area because the principal fishing grounds are located 
in that area, and on weekends when the fishing areas are closed, the 
harbor is jammed with boats. 

We think we have had jammed in the harbor something like $20 
million worth of boats at one time. They are in such crowded condi- 
tion that if a fire should break out, there could be a very serious loss 
of the craft which are in the harbor. 

The figures which Congressman Westland has given you as to local 
expenditures are approximately $1,200,000. When the Army engi- 
neers originally estimated the cost of this project the local partici- 
pation was figured at $502,000. 

We have spent a portion of that already and we stand ready and 
willing to contribute the remaining $502,000 toward our share of 
this project. 

The fishing industry in the Bellingham area is one of the few 
places in the country where the number of fish being caught by com- 
mercial boats is on the increase. 

Very aggressive conservation programs have been carried on for 
several years jointly by the State of Washington and the Province 
of British Columbia and as a result the number of fish is increasing 
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yearly and the number of commercial fishing boats is likewise in- 
creasing and we expect it will continue to increase, so, our problem 
of providing moorage for boats is, in our estimation, going to increase 
substantially. 

This present project would increase our harbor facilities from ap- 
proximately 300 vessels to 1,000 vessels, and would give us ample 
room to accomodate all boats that come in there seeking berthage. 

The present breakwater, as the pictures that you gentlemen have 
seen indicate, is quite low. 

At high water, it is only approximately 3 or 4 feet above the high- 
water mark and in storm periods, the water does come over the break- 
water but we do not have adequate protection for the vessels or boats 
in the harbor now. 

This project is one that is endorsed by all of the residents of the area. 

The fishermen who live in the areas of Seattle, Everett, and other 
points on the sound come into this harbor due to the fact that when 
they are in operation they do like to have a harbor within reasonable 
reach, and also the Alaskan boats which come down during our 
salmon fishing season. We feel that this project is one which is meri- 
torious, and we certainly earnestly request your favorable considera- 
tion of the Budget Bureau recommendation so that this development 
may be started. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. Zuanich is as follows :) 


BELLINGHAM SMALL Boat Harpor 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, we, Peter Zuanich, chairman, T. B. Asmund- 
son, commissioner, and Walter S. Dailey, manager, of the port of Bellingham 
are present in support of an appropriation for the improvement of our harbor. 

Expenditures of local funds to date in developing our harbor are in excess 
of $1 million, and our share of the present project is estimated at an additional 
$502,500. Attached hereto is an itemized statement of local funds expended 
and projected. 

Submitted herewith are pictures showing the conjection in our harbor and 
indicating need for additional berthage space and breakwater improvements 
necessary to provide adequate protection during heavy storms. 

The Bellingham boat harbor annually turns away 125 commercial boats 
seeking permanent berthage and some 50 commercial boats seeking temporary 
berthage. Over 100 Alaskan boats and boats seeking storm protection cannot 
presently be accommodated. 

The Army engineers’ report shows a cost-benefit ratio of 1.64 in 1954, and 
we sincerely believe that 1956 would show an even more favorable ratio. 

The Bellingham small boat harbor is the closest harbor to the principal 
salmon fishing grounds of Pudget Sound and commercial boats from all points 
on the sound, as well as Alaska, seek berthage there. 

The commercial value of the fishing industry to the Bellingham area is 
included in the Army engineers’ report and shows an investment of over 14 
million in the Bellingham area, and an anual return of $5,675,000, including the 
processing and distribution of fish, and marine supply, repair and servicing 
of commercial fishing vessels. 

Contrary to the trend in other fishing areas in the United States and Alaska, 
the Bellingham area shows a steady increase in number of fish caught, re- 
filecting an aggressive conservation program which has been earried on in 
the area for the past few years jointly by the State of Washington and the 
province of British Columbia. This has resulted in a steady increase in the 
number of commercial fishing boats, and the trend is expected to continue 
in the future. 

The present harbor accommodates about 300 boats, and the present im- 
provement would increase the capacity of our harbor to about 1,000. It is 
our belief that the people of Bellingham and Whatcom County have demon- 
strated their sincerity by spending approximately $1 million on the harbor 
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in the last 20 years and that local funds, as available, have been devoted to 
this project although no Federal funds have ever been allocated for this 
work. We further stand ready to contribute as our share an additional half- 
million dollars as local funds become available. This project has the support 
of all citizens of the State of Washington affected by this project, as well as 
other State agencies and organizations. Your favorable consideration of this 
project is earnestly requested. 


Expenditures, Squalicum boat harbor—1934-55, inclusive 
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bo) Ce ee ed i : 48, 799. 07 
Other improve ments, ine cluding g piling, lumber, waterlines, con 
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Port total expense, boat harbor_____-~- ects eacrec 5 a 1, 510, 595. 97 


Mr. Kirwan. Does that complete your statement? 

Mr. Zuanicu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Who is your next witness, Congressman ¢ 

Mr. Westtanp. That isall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
men of the committee. 

Mr. Kirwan. We enjoyed having you with us and the testimony 
which you have presented to the committee is enlightening. 

Mr. WestLtanp. Thank you, sir. 


Wepnespay, Marcu 28, 1956. 
Santa Maria Prosgecr 


WITNESSES 


HON CHARLES TEAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

C. W. BRADBURY, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, SANTA BAR- 
BARA COUNTY WATER AGENCY 

L. H. ADAM, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, SANTA MARIA 
VALLEY WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 

RALPH M. BRODY, COUNSEL, SANTA MARIA VALLEY WATER CON- 
SERVATION DISTRICT 

FRED GARCIA, SANTA BARBARA COUNTY SUPERVISOR 

RALPH SHARER, RANCHER 


Mr. Kirwan. Congressman Teague, are you ready to proceed ? 

Mr. Treacure. Yes, Mr. Chairman. ; 

This involves the question of the Santa Maria project and I will be 
very brief. I am Congressman Charles Teague, representing the 13th 
Congressional District of California. I am appearing in support 
of the recommended appropriation for the Santa Maria project, some- 
times known as the Vaquero project. 

I urgently and most earnestly request that favorable consideration 
be given to this project. 
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There was some opposition to this expressed yesterday as you know. 
I have people here with me today who are ready, willing, and able to 
answer any questions that you may have. 

Starting at the left is Mr. R. V. Sherer, C. W. Bradbury, chairman 
of the board of directors of the Santa Barbara County Water Agency, 
L. H. Adam, president of the board of directors of the Santa Maria 
Valley Water Conservation District, Ralph M. Brody, counsel of the 
Santa Maria Valley Water Conservation District, and Fred Garcia, 
Santa Barbara County supervisor. 

Mr. Kirwan. Who will be your first witness ? 

Mr. Tracur. Mr. C. W. Bradbury. 


STATEMENT OF C. W. BRADBURY 


Mr. Brapsury. Gentlemen of the committee, my name is C. W. 
Bradbury. I am chairman of the Santa Barbara County Water 
Agency, and also a member of the Board of Supervisors of Santa 
Barbara County. 

Mr. Garcia is also a member of the Santa Barbara Water Agency 
Board and a member of the Board of Supervisors of Santa Barbara 
County. He represents the area in which the project will be con- 
structed. 

Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that your time is so very limited, 
and you are so busy, I will make no oral statement with the exception 
of saying that it has been indicated by the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the Army engineers that the project is feasible and should be 
built and also the Corps of Engineers and the State engineer agree 
with that. 

I would like to present for the record copies of our statement. 

(The matter ond to is as follows:) 





STATEMENT OF C. W. BRADBURY, CHAIRMAN, SANTA BARBARA COUNTY WATER 
AGENCY 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, by name is C. W. Bradbury. 
I am chairman of the Santa Barbara County Water Agency, which will be respon- 
sible for the repayment obligation to the United States for the reimbursable cost 
of the Santa Maria project, authorized by the 83d Congress, 2d session, H. R. 
2235, reported with amendments, July 10, 1954. I am also a member of the Board 
of Supervisors of Santa Barbara County and chairman of the water resources 
committee of the County Supervisors Association of California. 

I am here to respectfully urge the approval of the appropriation item for the 
Santa Maria project. The need for and feasibility of this project already has 
been determined both by the Bureau of Reclamation and United States Corps of 
Engineers, as well as private engineers, and has been approved by the Congress. 

The appropriation of funds which will bring this project to an early comple- 
tion is an urgent matter. Time is important. Each year that passes ground- 
water levels recede further, adding to the economic problems occasioned by the 
lowering of water tables, such as increased pumping costs and more expensive 
pumping equipment. More important, however, is the depletion of the under- 
ground water supply which continually threatens some areas with complete loss 
of irrigation water. As you know, irrigation is essential to California crops. 
Continual overpumping of ground-water basins increases the threat of salt-water 
intrusion, which would ruin an otherwise rich, fertile, and productive Santa 
Maria Valley. 

In addition to providing the irrigation water so vital to the area, the early 
completion of the project will bring significant flood-control benefits to Santa 
Maria Valley. We are all aware of the serious and devastating floods which 
occurred in the State of California during the past winter. It is only by extremely 
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fortuitous circumstances that the Santa Maria Valley, and particularly the cities 
of Santa Maria and Guadalupe, lying along the Santa Maria River, were not 
subjected to the same devastation as some other populated areas in the State. 
Completion of the Vaquero Reservoir and levee system will remove the flood 
hazard from Santa Maria Valley. 

The county of Santa Barbara, recognizing the need for this project and its 
benefit to the economy of the entire county, has contracted to contribute the sum 
of $2,025,000 toward the cost. The balance of the reimbursable cost will be 
repaid by the Santa Maria Valley Water Conservation District through the 
Santa Barbara County Water Agency. 

I do not wish to consume the valuable time of this committee by repeating facts 
which have already been presented to the Congress in 1954 and which were evi- 
dently sufficient to justify the authorization of this project. The sum of $1 mil- 
lion has already been appropriated for initial construction. The people of the 
area have voted upon it and approved it. 

Construction and rights-of-way costs during the coming fiscal year will require 
$6,171,000. We respectfully urge you to approve this item. 

Mr. Brapsury. We do need $6,171,000 to continue on this project, 
which is both a water-conservation and a flood-control project. The 
water will be used to fill up the underground reservoirs, and the levees 
on the river will be to protect the cities of Santa Maria and Guadalupe. 

Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. Now, who is your next witness, Mr. Teague ¢ 

Mr. Tracur. Mr. Adam, who is president of the board of directors 
of the Santa Maria Valley Water Conservation District. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right, please proceed, Mr. Adam. 


STATEMENT OF L. H. ADAM 


Mr. Apam. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Leonald H. Adam. I am president of the board of directors of the 
Santa Maria Valley Water Conservation District. I have been a 
rancher in this area during my entire life and, for the past 40 years, 
on the same ranch. I am acutely aware of the need for the early com 
pletion of the Santa Maria project. We need this project very much. 

We have had engineering studies made of this as early as 1931. 

Then the Army engineers smade a study of it in 1941. 

Then the Bureau of Reclamation made other studies of it in 1945. 
and then we had another study made by an engineer out in the State 
by the name of Harold Compton. 

We had him review the studies made by the Army engineers and 
the Bureau of Reclamation especially, and he recommended the project 
very much. 

Also, there was another engineering firm, Bradbury's Associates, 
which made a further study in 1955, a study on salt-water intrusion. 

Also they made a recommendation very much supporting the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the Army engineers. All the engineering features 
of it have been very much recommended. 

Now, they claim that there is danger of salt-water intrusion within 
the next 10 years in the valley. 

Also, our ground-water level is very critical and we need the project 
very much. 

The people in the district want the project and they have voted 
for it and it carried inside the cities and outside the cities and in the 
farming area both. 
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I am going to ask for the approval of the appropriation of $6,171,000. 

We have met all of the conditions which have been imposed by the 

Jongress and with your kind permission we would like to have you 
grant this amount. 


I want to thank you for permitting us to appear before you. 
Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Mr. Adam. 
(The statement submitted by Mr. Adam is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF LEONALD H. ADAM, PRESIDENT, SANTA MARIA VALLEY WATER CoNn- 
SERVATION DISTRICT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Leonald H. Adam. 
I am president of the board of directors of the Santa Maria Valley Water Con- 
servation District. I have been a rancher in this area during my entire life and 
for the past 40 years on the same ranch. I am acutely aware of the need for 
the early completion of the Santa Maria project. 

I appeared before the committee of the Congress at the time this project was 
being considered for authorization. I, together with others, at that time outlined 
the need for this project. We are now respectfully urging that funds be appro- 
priated for the fiscal year 1957 which will make it possible for us to have this 
project well on the road to becoming a reality. 

The necessity for the completion of the project becomes greater as each year 
passes. The river basin has filled with sand and gravel to the extent that the 
United States Corps of Engineers has estimated that 6 floods, each causing 
damage in excess of $2 million, will occur in the next 100 years.. The rapid con- 
struction of the Santa Maria project is the only insurance we can obtain to mini- 
mize the damage which could and undoubtedly would occur. 

In addition, the water to be conserved is vitally needed. Water is being re- 
moved by pumping of ground water at a much more rapid rate than is being 
replenished by nature. Land is being developed and water use is increasing at 
a rate which is placing a greater draft on the ground-water basin than was 
ever anticipated. The resulting drop in ground-water levels has increased the 
threat of salt-water intrusion from the ocean into the underground basin. Con- 
sulting engineers who have studied this situation predict that without the project 
ocean water could contaminate the basin within 15 years. 

We have had an election in our district by which the people of the district 
approved the levying of assessments sufficient to repay the reimbursable cost of 
the project in 40 years. We have already executed a repayment contract with the 
Santa Barbara County Water Agency whereby we have agreed to pay those costs 
to the water agency. That agency has adopted a resolution authorizing the ex- 
ecution of a repayment contract with the United States upon the issuance of the 
report of the California Districts Securities Commission as required hv law. I 
received word yesterday that the commission had issued a favorable report 
and that before another week passes, the contract will have been executed bv the 
Santa Barbara County Water Agency. We will then have met all conditions 
imposed by the Congress to be met before physical construction could con- 
tinue. 

I do not wish to impose upon your valuable time by reciting the great need for 
this project in detail and repeat matters which properly were covered at the 
authorization hearings. We are now respectfully asking that the Congress pro- 
vide the funds necessary to assist in bringing this project to completion at as 
early a date as possible so that the threat of flood damage hanging over our 
heads will be lessened and our irrigation water supplies augmented so as to 
protect the economical welfare of this fertile area and to prepare for the great 
influx of population and the resultant economic benefit to the Nation. 


Mr. Tracur. I would like to state for the record that the Bradbery 
Engineering firm that he referred to has no connection whatsoever 
with the prior witness. It is a different spelling and there is no per- 
sonal connection or business connection between them. 

Mr. Kirwan. Who is vour next witness. Mr. Teague ? 


Mr. Teacug. Mr. Ralph Brody, counsel for the district. 
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STATEMENT OF RALPH BRODY 


Mr. Bropy. Mr. Chairman, I understand that yesterday some testi- 
mony was presented to the committee in opposition to the project, 
and I might clarify that matter very briefly. 

At the time this project was authorized, the local representatives 
indicated that there was no opposition to the project, and, in fact, that 
statement was accurate at that time; and at the present time, as far 
as any substantial opposition is concerned, it is still accurate. 

Any opposition to the extent that it now exists grew up approxi- 
mately 5 days before the election was held on the particular issue 
which is here involved. 

The opposition to the project published certain statements and 
advertisements in the newspapers at that time which were inaccurate 
from an engineering aanaenak and from an economic feasibility 
standpoint, and at that time, nor to this date, have they had any engi- 
neering studies made with respect to the project. 

On the other hand, this particular agency and the local] interests 
have been studying the project from an engineering standpoint since 
the twenties. 

In 1937 the Santa Maria Valley Water Conservation District was 
formed substantially with the objective in mind of putting a project 
into effect of the type here involved. 

A private engineering firm in the State had been employed to study 
the matter, and they recommended a project which was substantially 
identical with the one here involved. 

Subsequent to the formation of the district, the Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation made studies with reference to the 
project, having in turn recommended the project which is now before 
you for appropriations. 

After that time, two more private engineering firms were employed 
by local interests, and they all came up with the same observations 
from an engineering standpoint. 

I think that there can be no question about the immediate need of 
this project because of the imminency of salt-water intrusion and the 
depletion of the underground water basin and the flood danger which 
exists in the area. 

As far as the local people are concerned, the election on the project 
carried by a vote of 60 percent to 40 percent in favor of the project; 
60 percent in favor of the project itself. 

Prior to that time, several years ago, in 1954, the board of directors 
of the district appointed a committee of landowners, a committee of 
35 persons, to work with the board of directors in a study of the 
project. 

They voted in favor of the project, and I understand that a member 
of that committee of 35 was the very witness who appeared before your 
committee on yesterday, but the members of that committee of 35, as 
I say, voted in favor of the project. 

Thereafter, members of that committee of 35 proposed a particular 
type of assessment which was going to be utilized for raising the 
money to reimburse the costs. That, as far as we were aware, was 
the only issue involved. 
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Subsequent to that time, statements were issued and a project was 
installed, not based on engineering studies, but that the landowners 
could not afford to pay for it. At the same time the opponents did 
recommend a project for surface water which would have cost three 
times as much, and yield one-third as much water. 

I understand that a petition has been or will be submitted to the 
Congress of purported objectors to the project with 164 names on 
them. 

Of these 164 persons who signed the petition, only 93 percent, I 
understand, are landowners. ‘lhe majority of the rest of them are 
lessees, not those who would bear the financial responsibility directly 
for the cost of the project. 

The number of objectors, as far as the petition is concerned, repre- 
sents less than 3 percent of the number of voters in the district itself, 
there being 6,494 registered voters in the district who are entitled 
to vote on the project, and these 93 landowners represent approxi- 
mately 12,000 acres out of a total of about 50,000 acres of land 1n the 
district. 

Most of these matters are included in my statement. 

I have one more additional point to make, 

Under the law of the State of California, there is a Majority Pro- 
test Act. In order to eliminate the necessity of a hearing which would 
preclude even the holding of an election on this matter, you could cir- 
culate a petition to that effect and if the owners of 60 percent of the 
land involved in the district, if more than 60 percent signed the peti- 
tion, then we waive the right of a hearing. The owners of approxi- 
mately 80 percent of the total land in the area voted to hold it, and it 
was carried. 

I just want to emphasize that the majority of the opponents of the 
project are not landowners, and also that the project is being supported 
by urban communities, which are going to bear approximately 40 per- 
cent of the estimated cost of the project, and by the rural areas alike, 
and the total vote in the district carried by a substantial majority. 

We respectfully urge the approval of the appropriation for this 
project. 

( The statement submitted by Mr. Brody is as follows :) 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Ralph M. Brody 
and I am counsel for the Santa Maria Valley Water Conservation District. I 
am appearing to support the appropriation to continue construction work on 
the Santa Maria project which was authorized in 1954. I am doing this because 
the project is urgently needed to eliminate the danger of salt-water intrusion and 
flood hazard and to augment the irrigation water supplies in our rapidly lower- 
ing ground water table. 

By your leave, I would like to take a few moments to talk to you about the 
opposition to the project which has grown up very recently despite the fact 
that this project has been under consideration for approximately the past 10 
years. 

: At the time local witnesses testified before the committees of the Congress 
in support of the authorization of the Santa Maria project they indicated that 
there was no local opposition to this much-needed project. The district feels 
it is obligated to inform you at this time that, while the statement to which I 
have reference was true at the time it was made, the picture has changed some- 
what, though not materially. Opposition, to the extent that it exists, was 
announced only 5 days before he election here involved, despite the fact that 
the board of directors of the district had been working publicly and took all 


steps within its power to keep the public informed in connection with the status 
and nature of the project. 
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The Santa Maria Valley Water Conservation District was formed in 1937 
with the principal objective in mind of developing a project of the type here 
involved. At that time, the formation election carried overwhelningly. 

Prior to the formation of the district, local interests secured the services of 
one of the leading private engineering firms in the country to study the needs 
of the area. That firm recommended the same type of operation that is con 
templated by the now approved project. After the district was formed, the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers studied the area and their 
competent engineers developed the plan of operation for the project for which 
we are how asking an appropriation of funds. 

After the Government plans were developed, they again were studied by and 
received the approval of two separate private engineering firms employed by 
the local people. The reports of those firms indicated that the underground 
water basin was being rapidly depleted and the danger of salt-water intrusion 
was imminent. Now, after years of study by competent and qualified engineers, 
opponents of the project will say that it is infeasible without even a semblance 
of an engineering study having been conducted by or for them. 

All segments of the population of the area have had an opportunity to be 
currently informed on the matter and all have had the opportunity to vote 
upon it. In 1954 the board of directors of the district appointed a committee 
of 35 responsible and representative persons in the area to work with the dis- 
trict on the study of the project. Of the 35 who served, 24 were farm owners or 
owner-operators. All voted in favor of the project and only five members voted 
against the particular type of assessment which is envisioned by the board 
of directors at the present time. 

Subsequent to this action of the committee of 35, the matter of a special 
assessment on this proposal was submitted to a vote of the electorate and carried 
by a vote of 2,611 to 1,702. 

One of the matters of which the opponents complain is the plan presently 
contemplated whereby the funds which would be used for repayment are to be 
raised. It is now the plan of the district to raise this money by an ad valorem 
tax upon all land in the district. At one time, it Was contemplated that a benefit 
tux would be used: however, with the consent and approval of the committee of 
35, the ad valorem tax was decided upon and it was upon the question of that 
specific tax that the election carried within the district. 

We dislike the necessity of bringing these matters which are purely of a local 
nature before your committee. We do so because we understand we shall. not 
have an opportunity to appear and clarify our position after the objectors make 
their statements and we feel it our duty to do so now. We do not wish, by our 
commenting upon this fact, to create the impression that the opposition is great 
in numbers. You will no doubt receive a petition signed by those who are op- 
posed to the project. At the time this petition was available to the district, 
approximately 164 names appeared on it. This number represents less than 
>» percent of the total of 6,494 registered voters in the district. Of the 164 signers, 
only 98 were landowners and therefore persons who would contribute by way 
of taxes toward the cost of the project. These 93 owners represent approxi- 
mately 12,000 out of 51,000 acres of land within the district. 

In closing, we wish to emphasize that the matters to which objection is raised 
were of the kind properly to be considered, if at all, at the time hearings were 
being held with respect to the authorization of the project, and not at this time. 
This project is surely needed in the area and can only provide a benefit to the 
district, to the State of California, and to the Nation. We respectfully request 
that you recognize that the majority of the people in the district are informed 
and are wholehearedly behind the project, and that you approve the appropria 
tion item for the Santa Maria project. 


Mr. Kirwan. All right; thank you for appearing, Mr. Brody. 

Mr. Bropy. There was no opposition when this issue was up before 
and when this project was authorized. It developed just at the last 
minute, and it was a great surprise to me and the rest of these gentle- 
men. Thank you very much for your courtesy, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, gentlemen. 
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Wepnespay, Marca 28, 1956. 
Terminvcs Dam 


WITNESS 
A. J. ELLIOTT, TULARE, CALIF. 


Mr. Kirwan. We have former Congressman A. J. Elliott with us 
and we will be glad to hear you at this time. 

Mr. Exatorr. Mr. Chairman, I did not prepare any statement be- 
cause what I am going to present will have to be presented orally. 
Along with resolutions and thousands of signatures. 

I am here representing the entire board of supervisors of Tulare 
County. My expenses are paid by them, but I am paid no salary. 

I was here a month ago, as some of you members know, as I visited 
in your offices. 

I am going to present to you proof to show the interest in the 
much needed dams on the Kaweah and Tule Rivers. 

The only answer for many years to studies by the Corps of Army 
Engineers, going back to 1937 and 1938, when I became a Member 
of this Congress and it was through my legislation that 4 dams were 
authorized in 1944, the only answer for 4 valley rivers that flooded 
large areas was dams on Kings River, Kern, Tule, and Kaweah in 
the same valley. The dams on Kings and Kern Rivers have been 
built leaving Kaweah and Tule to be finished. 

To show you gentlemen the great interest for dam protection, here 
are 95 resolutions of various organizations of Tulare and Kings 
Counties where damage was done by these 2 streams, Kaweah and 
Tule Rivers, and the only answer, I repeat, time and time again, is 
construction of 2 dam sites designated at the site by the Army 
engineers as designated, Success and Terminus. 

I have pictures here if you would care to glance through them to 
show you the terrific amount of water in a flash flood that comes off 
the mountain area, that just practically drowns those people, and 
causes great damage. 

Now, it was not just the big farmer, gentlemen. There are the reso- 
lutions of people in all walks of life down to the little man who had 
a family and was working by the hour. 

I have visited numerous homes where everything that they had was 
a total loss, furniture, bedding, clothes, and everything else. The 
water was up within a foot of the ceilings of those homes. 

I have seen a city of 12,000, Visalia, flooded for several days and 
nights by such a flash flood. 

It kept those people wading in hip boots to go from place to place. 
I also want to show you the interest of our people when I present 
to you here 2 packages of signatures, totaling over 15,000 signa- 
tures, to show you the requests that these people in the valley area 
are making of you. 

Yes, we do have opposition on both streams, but very small. One 
of the opposition purchased parcels of land right on the dam site of 
Terminus Dam. This $20 million flood of 1955 and 1956, destroying 
homes, property, and crops of people that it struck, was the reason, 
gentlemen, I took the position of coming to Washington to help all 
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I could. I spent 10 days in February here and believe some of my 
work resulted in that the appropriation is here today. 

That was done with the help of Senator Knowland who set up the 
meeting for me down at the Bureau of the Budget where I spent 45 
minutes with those gentlemen of the Bureau of the Budget. 

All I am asking you gentlemen to do is to keep in mind, if possible, 
the amounts they ‘have recommended for the construction of these 
two dams to protect people’s business, farmlands, homes, and roads. 

I have seen home after home where even their poultry was gone 
the next morning, and the answer is one dam on each stream on the 
location the Army chose to protect this land below. 

I want to state to you, Mr. Chairman, and I include Mr. Jensen of 
Jowa in that also, that during my 12 years in Congress, I observed 
the work of you 2 gentlemen with reference to my State. 

I do not know of any other two Congressmen, outside of the State 
of California that gave so much time to come west and to look out 
for our interests and to he ‘Ip solve our problems, such as the Central 
Valley water project and our flood-control needs. Both of you gen- 
tlemen were very, very helpful in helping to enact this legislation 
when I was a Member of C ongress. One of them is a Democi rat, Mr. 
Kirwan, chairman of this subcommittee, and Mr. Jensen who is a 
Republican, and they worked hand in hand in trying to help my 
people in working our problems which they, themselves, had an in- 
terest in doing as part of their job as federally paid Congressmen. 
[ want to thank them both for the fine work they did. 

A short time ago, someone remarked that Congressman Jensen was 
responsible for the flood in California. 

I do not know why anyone would want to make such a statement. 
Whoever made that statement did not tell the truth in any way, 
manner, shape, or form. 

T could name men in my own county who know Congressman Jen- 
sen’s work and that of Mr. Kirwan, the chairman of this subcommittee, 
and know the great value of it. When anybody said Mike Kirwan 
or Ben Jensen were responsible for any flood in Tulare or Kings 
County, gentlemen of the committee, that is an outright lie and I want 
to put that into the record. You can underline it and the rem: irk came 
from A. J. Elliott, and I would like to see the color of the man’s eyes 
who made such a statement. 

Mr. Jensen. May I say to the gentleman that that statement was 
made about me and some other Congressmen in California and the 
fellow who made the statement was Drew Pearson. 

Mr. Exxiorr. Congressman, I do not know who made the statement, 
but it came to me that that statement had been made and a couple of 
letters had been written about it back here. But, as I say, it is wrong. 
You two gentlemen have been visiting out there. You ee visited 
my district in 1943 and down through the years every year or two 
you gentlemen have both appeared, one or the other of you gentle- 
men with other members of the committee in the interests of irriga- 
tion, reclamation, and flood control in my congressional district, which 
I had the honor of serving in the State of California. You came there 
unselfishly and, in my view, you are two outstanding Congressmen, 
and I hope the people can keep you here as long as you want to stay. 


Thanks a lot. 
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Mr. Kirwan. We have enjoyed hearing your statement. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Elliott, for appearing before the com- 
mittee. As to these resolutions, the clerk will review them. 

Mr. Kirwan. We will incorporate this list in the record. 

(The list referred to is as follows :) 


RESOLUTIONS REQUESTING TERMINUS AND Success DAM CONSTRUCTION 


The following-listed organizations in Tulare and Kings Counties, State of Cali- 
fornia, have passed resolutions supporting and requesting the early construction 
of Terminus Dam on the Kaweah River and Success Dam on the Tule River: 


Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District 
Kaweah River Association and St. John’s River Association (joint) 
Tulare County Board of Supervisors 

Kings County Board of Supervisors 

City Council of City of Visalia 

City Council of City of Woodlake 

City Council of City of Tulare 

City Council of City of Porterville 

City Council of City of Lindsay 

City Council of City of Exeter 

Visalia Chamber of Commerce 

Exeter Woman’s Club 

Rotary Club of Woodlake 

Tulare County Chamber of Commerce 
Tulare County Taxpayers’ Association 
Visalia Junior Chamber of Commerce 

J. G. Boswell Co. 

League of California Cities 

Kaweah Chapter, Daughters of the American Revolution 
Lemon Cove Ditch Co. 

Porterville Junior Chamber of Commerce 
Salyer Land Co. 

American Legion, Post No. 94, Exeter 
Rocky Hill, Inc. 

Camellia Circle Garden Club, Woodlake 
Palo Verde Union School District 
Cutler-Orosi Women’s Club 

Tulare County Young Democrats 

West Visalia Grange, No. 782 

Terminus Dam Project Committee 

Visalia Council, Knights of Columbus, No. 2268 
Woman’s Auxiliary to the Tulare County Medical Society 
Sunrise Mutual Water Co. 

Tulare County Historical Society 
Plasterers’ Local, No. 895, Visalia 
Electricians’ Local, No. 100 

Lower Tule River Irrigation District 
Planning Commission of the City of Visalia 
Redwood High PTA Board 

Vsalia Methodist Men’s Club 

Exeter Irrigation District 

Quota Club of Visalia 

Tulare County Organ Society 

Orange Cove Irrigation District 

Corcoran Irrigation District 

Visalia Realty Board 

Methodist Church of the City of Visalia 
Tulare Irrigation District 

Soroptimist International of Visalia 
Visalia Lions Club 

Foothill Diteh Co. 

Rotary Club of Visalia 

Levee District No. 1 of Tulare County 
Visalia Kiwanis Club 

Exeter Chamber of Commerce 
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Tulare County Water Commission 

Visalia Business and Professional Women’s Club 
Kiwanis Club of Lindsay, Calif., Inc. 

Lindsay Chamber of Commerce 

Tulare County California Federation of Women’s Clubs 
Visalia Safety Council 

Visalia Garden Club 

Lathers’ Local Union, No. 449 

Farmersville County Water District 

Tulare and Vicinity District Council of Carpenters 
Carpenters Local, No. 1484, Visalia 

Woodlake Lions Club 

International Hod Carriers, Building, and Common Laborers’ Union, Local 1060. 
Lions Club of Lindsay 

Tulare Woman’s Club 

Visalia Junior Woman’s Club 

Southern Tulare County Sportsmen Association 
Porterville Post, American Legion 

Woodville Chamber of Commerce 

Porterville Grange 

Woodville Civic Club 

Porter Slough Ditch Co. 

Pioneer Water Co. 

Lindsay-Strathmore Irrigation District 

Sequoia Walnut Growers’ Association 

Tulare County Pomona Grange 

Woodlake Chamber of Commerce 

Lindmore Irrigation I’istrict 

Porterville Irrigation District 

Chamber of Commerce of the City of Tulare 
Tulare County Farm Bureau 

Tulare Elks Lodge 

Corcoran Rotary Club 

Hanford Rotary Club 

Exeter Lions Club 

Hope Water District 

Popular Ditch Co. 

Hubbs & Miner Ditch Co. 

Tulare Lake Water Storage District 

City of Corcoran 

Mr. Exsiorr. These signatures are those of all bona fide voters, so 
there is no question about the use of them. I want to show them to 
the Senate tomorrow morning and then I will submit them to you. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 

Mr. Jensen. May I just say that I appreciate the work you have 
done in bringing to the committee the facts about these dams and 
their need, and also I want to say thank you for the kind words you 
said in my behalf. 

Mr. Exuiorr. Thanks a lot, Ben. 

Mr. Kirwan. We will always remember you, Mr. Elliott, as an out- 
standing Congressman. We are glad you are home among your con- 
stituents and doing a good job. 

Mr. Exxiorr. Thank you. 





Wenpnespay, Marcu 28, 1956. 
EXTENSION OF THE Contra Costa CaNnaL 


WITNESSES 


NORTHCUTT ELY, WASHINGTON, D. C. 
JOHN W. McFARLAND, GENERAL MANAGER OF THE EAST BAY 
MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT, OAKLAND, CALIF. 


Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Ely, you may proceed. 
STATEMENT OF NORTHCUT? ELY 


Mr. Exy. Mr. Chairman, my name is Northcutt Ely. I am a mem- 
ber of the law firm of Ely, McCarty & Duncan with offices in the 
Tower Building, Washington, D. C. We are not here to ask you for 
money but to call your attention to an item on page 755 of the printed 
budget which contains language with respect to a proposed aqueduct 
connecting the Central Valley project’s Contra Costa Canal with the 
city of Richmond, Calif. 

We ask for some amendment of the proviso appearing in the budget 
and continuation of the restrictive language there. 

We have appeared before you on previous occasions on this. We 
are here again to ask that the bill carry language which will prohibit 
the construction of the proposed aqueduct. 

The language we propose appears at the close of my statement. 

To save you time I will ask that my statement be mcluded in the 
record and will yield the balance of the time to Mr. John McFarland, 
general manager of the East Bay Municipal Utility District, who has 
come here from Oakland, Calif. to testify. 

(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


My name is Northeutt Ely. I am a member of the law firm of Ely, McCarty & 
Duncan with offices in the Tower Building, Washington, D. C. I am accompany- 
ing Mr. John McFarland, general manager of the East Bay Municipal Utility 
District, Oakland, Calif., a publicly owned organization which delivers water 
to some 14 cities in the San Francisco East Bay area, ranging, north to south, 
from Richmond to San Leandro. Robert McCarty, a partner of mine, is also 
with us. 

We appear in opposition to a proposal to divert water from the Contra Costa 
Canal, a feature of the Central Valley project in California, by means of the so- 
ealled Richmond conduit or aqueduct, which would bring industrial water to 
the Southwest Contra Costa County Water District in Richmond, Calif. This 
district is located almost entirely within the present service area of the East 
Bay Municipal Utility District and the service this district proposes would be 
a duplication of some of East Bay’s existing facilities in the Richmond area. 
We think that the use of Federal funds to build this project, thus supporting one 
public agency in competition with another public agency cannot be justified. 

The budget for fiscal year 1957, at page 755, contains the following language 
bearing on this matter in connection with Bureau of Reclamation construction: 

“Provided further, That no part of this appropriation shall be available for 
other than the completion of field engineering, survey work, and preliminary de- 
signs of the Southwest Contra Costa County Water District system and no repay- 
ment contract shall be executed or construction begun until plans have been sub- 
mitted to and approved by the Congress through its legislative and appropriation 
procedures, after submission of a report to the Congress by the Secretary of the 
Interior (1) on the cost and feasibility of said project, including the necessary 
distribution system and (2) on the rates required to be charged to the ultimate 
consumers.” 
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This language resulted from objections we made to funds requested by the 
Bureau of Reclamation in 1951 with which to construct this project on a secre 
tarial authorization. Because investigations of this project were half complete, 
the language quoted was apparently chosen in order to permit the study to finish, 
leaving it clear, however, that no construction was to take place until authorized 
by Congress. This language has been in the Reclamation Bureau appropriation 
bill, in identical form, for the past several years. 

We have been before you each year since 1951 in order to support the continued 
prohibition of authorization of the conduit without an act of Congress. 

The report called for by the proviso just quoted was submitted by the Bureau 
in March of 1954. At that time, H. R. 3691 (83d Cong.), which would have 
authorized the Richmond aqueduct as a part of the Central Valley project, was 
pending before the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee. The covering 
report of the Interior Department was noncommittal. The Budget Bureau report 
was adverse. 

Another bill to authorize this conduit, H. R. 7548, has been introduced in this 
Congress. The Interior Department’s report submitted to the House Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee on December 2, 1955, although again recommend- 
ing neither for nor against the project, is hardly enthusiastic. That report 
States: 

“In presenting this report to your committee, this Department recommends 
neither that H. R. 7548 be enacted nor that it be not enacted. It is its general 
policy that, wherever local construction is possible, local interests should not 
look to the Federal Government for such works as are here involved. Our 
present purpose, therefore, is to furnish your committee with the factual data 
called for by appropriation act language in order to assist it in determining the 
course of conduct it may wish to follow in connection with the bill.” 

No new report was submitted by the Bureau of the Budget. The Interior 
Department’s report notes that the adverse views of the Budget Bureau, sub- 
mitted on March 11, 1954, remain the same since the present bill is identical 
with its counterpart in the 83d Congress. 

The Budget Bureau letter of March 11, 1954, summarizing the situation then 
existing is still exactly in point. That letter stated: 

“There is at present a water supply available for industrial, as well as do- 
mestic, purposes in the Richmond area. The East Bay Municipal Utility District, 
a publicly owned, nonprofit agency, has constructed major facilities for a supply 
of 30,080,000 cubic feet daily, of which the utility district estimates it is currently 
using 15,374,000 cubic feet daily. The unused supply of 14,706,000 cubic feet 
daily is nearly 5 times the capacity of the project system outlined above. The 
district officials state that this present excess capacity is fully adequate to meet 
the future industrial requirements of the Richmond area as well as other areas 
within the district. The East Bay Municipal Utilities District states that in 30 
vears of its operation, $77 million in bonds have been voted by the people to pay 
for waterworks it has constructed or purchased. The utility district maintains 
it can furnish new industries with high-quality, treated, and filtered water 
through its system with adequate storage, pressure, and standby service at rates 
which have been decreasing more and more as the district’s debt is retired. 
These rates, on a monthly rate schedule, as of September 1, 1953, were: For the 
tirst 3,300 cubic feet, $0.20 per 100 cubic feet : for the next 30,000 cubic feet, $0.18 
per 100 cubic feet; for the next 300,000 cubic feet, $0.12 per 100 cubic feet; for 
all over 333,300 cubic feet, $0.09 per 100 cubic feet.” 

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget concluded that the construction of 
the Richmond aqueduct project, as outlined by the Bureau of Reclamation, with 
Federal funds: 

“* * * *would place the Federal Government in the position of competing 
with an already existing local enterprise which, with the presently constructed 
system, is capable of providing the required water supplies at an apparently 
reasonable price. 

“Accordingly, you are advised that while there would be no objection to the 
submission to the committee of your proposed noncommital report on H. R. 3691, 
in the light of the above comments the Bureau of the Budget would not recom- 
ment its enactment at this time. It will be appreciated if you will furnish a 
copy of this letter with the report you submit to the Congress.” 

The Interior Department report submitted on December 2, 1955, contains the 
following with respect to the estimated costs of constructing the proposed aque- 
duct and the required distribution system : 
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“The report to the Congress made pursuant to a provision in the Interior 
Department Appropriation Act, 1954, identical to that quoted above indicates 
that the construction cost involved in bringing water from the Contra Costa 
Canal to the head of a distribution system to be locally constructed would be 
about $6,130,000 in terms of price prevailing in January 1953. To amortize 
this investment with interest at the rate of 244 percent over 40 years and to 
cover a $10 per acre-foot charge for water alongside the Contra Costa Canal 
would require payment by the district of approximately 8.96 cents per 1,000 
gallons at the head of its distribution system. The added cost of distribution 
would bring the average price of raw water to the consumer to an average of 
about 11.69 cents per 1,000‘gallons. These’estimates do not include any aHow- 
ance for special taxes presently being levied by the East Bay Municipal Utility 
District or any assessments that may be levied in the future by the Southwest 
Contra Costa County Water District. They likewise do not include any costs for 
boosting of pressures, water treatment that may be found necessary by certain 
industries to meet specialized processing requirements, or costs for standby or 
peaking service from local facilities.” 

In short, estimates now 3 years old, which admittedly do not cover all of the 
costs, demonstrate that the cost of water to significant users of the proposed 
aqueduct would be at least as much as the service they are now receiving from 
the East Bay Municipal Utility District. In addition, East Bay’s water is 
fully treated and is not the raw water which would come from the Contra 
Costa Canal, a feature of significant importance by reason of the corrosive 
effect of raw water on industrial equipment. And finally, you will note that the 
Bureaus’ cost estimates do not take into account taxes presently being levied 
by East Bay or which would necessarily be levied by the Southwest District 
to assist in amortizing the indebtedness it would incur not only to the Federal 
yovernment but to other sources in the construction of its distribution system ; 
nor does the Bureau include any costs for boosting of pressures, water treat- 
ment that may be found necessary by certain industries to meet specialized proc- 
essing requirements, or costs for standby or peaking service from local facilities. 

We think it safe to say that the increased cost of all of the features not in- 
cluded in the Bureau estimates would make this project a highly doubtful venture 
from any point of view. Better water is already available at a lower cost. 

Aside from the cold economic appraisal of this proposal, however, is the fact 
that Government participation in it would actually involve a Federal subsidy 
of one publicly owned agency in competition with another. We think this is not 
a proper or wise governmental function. 

We continue to appear before you each year out of concern that this project 
might again be the subject of a secretarial authorization, as it was in 1951 
when we first appeared. As we have indicated, the report previously called for 
by Congress, and which would again be called for by the language now in the 
budget, has already been submitted. We think that the language of the appro- 
priation bill reported out by this committee should reflect both of these factors, 
and accordingly we propose that the proviso now in the budget be amended to 
read as follows: 

“Provided further, That no funds appropriated by this or any previous act 
shall be used for the construction of an aqueduct or extension of the Contra Costa 
Canal to the Southwest Contra Costa County Water District or city of Rich- 
mond, Calif.; and no contract shall be negotiated by the United States or any 
officer thereof for the construction or financing of such aqueduct or canal unless 
and until the construction of the same shall have been specifically authorized by 
act of Congress.” 

This langauge would recognize that the report called for has been received by 
Congress, embracing the field engineering, survey, and preliminary design work 
permitted by the appropriations acts of the past several years. In addition 
our amendment continues the prohibition against construction or contracting 
to construct in the absence of a specific project authorization from Congress. 

We respectfully urge that this amendment be adopted. 


Mr. Ety. I should like to have Mr. McFarland heard. This is Mr. 
John W. McFarland, general manager, East Bay Municipal Utility 
District. 

Mr. Kirwan. Very well. Proceed, Mr. McFarland. 
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STATEMENT OF J. W. M FARLAND 


Mr. McFaruanp. For the record, my name is John W. McFarland. 
I am general manager of the East Bay Municipal Utility District 
with headquarters in Oakland, C alif. 

Our board of directors, which is the governing board of the district, 
is composed of five men elected by the ‘public from our district. 

I have been given authority to speak for them in this matter and 
they have asked me to express ‘their appreciation to you for the oppor- 
tunity to present our views and for the courtesies in past years by 
your committee in this same regard. 

Our utility district is a publicly owned, nonprofit agency. We 
serve a domestic and industrial water supply to 14 cities lyi ing within 
2 counties on the eastern shores of San Francisco Bay. 

This is the sixth time that I have appeared before this committee 
and I am always glad to be here, because what we are trying to do is 
save the country an expenditure of some $7- Gumiliion, 

The Federal project which has been proposed and to which we are 
opposed would put an extension of the Contra Costa Canal, a feature of 
the Central Valley project, into the Richmond area which we already 
serve. 

The Southwest Contra Costa County Water District was formed 
within the East Bay District’s boundaries 6 or 7 years ago, and it is 
proposed to extend the Contra Costa Canal with Federal funds into 
that area 

We are “already serving that area and have been doing so satisfac- 
torily for about 30 years and are prepared to do so now and in the 
future. 

This project would necessitate a duplication of our facilities. We 
already have pipelines there in the ground. The project is unneces- 
sary because we have sufficient water rights, and are right now in the 
process of getting additional water rights for future years. 

I think it is contrar y to the present Federal policy in that it would 
propose to spend Federal money in an area where local funds are 
actually available to do the work. 

It is my understanding that the Federal policy currectly is that 
where local people are willing and able to meet requirements, it is 
unnecessary to spend Federal money. 

Our project is locally financed and we have never asked for Federal 
aid. As far as I can see, it will never be necessary to ask for Federal 
aid on East Bay Municipal Utility District project works. 

I think the money involved could be better spent on reclamation 
projects, irrigation projects, and such features as we discussed here 
yesterday in the w ay of flood control. 

Therefore, I respectfully ask again that the language that Mr. Ely 
has suggested in his statement be inserted in the bill you report to 
prohibit the expenditure of Federal funds for this duplicating projec t. 

Mr. Kirwan. Do you know of anything budgeted for this purpose ? 

Mr. McFaruanp. Not specifically, no. 

However, there is in the budget wording which would preclude ex- 
penditures of money, which is an inference that somewhere or other 
there is money to get this project going. 
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There has already been spent about $100,000 by the Bureau to make 
a report and that report has been reviewed by the Department of the 
Interior and the Bureau of the Budget and both have recommended 
against it. Yet it continues to hang over our heads. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right; does that complete your statement? 

Mr. McFaruanp. Yes, sir. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. McFarland is.as follows :) 


My name is John W. McFarland. I am general manager of the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District with headquarters in Oakland, Calif. Our board of 
directors is composed of five men, elected by the public from our district. I 
have been given the authority to speak for them in this matter, and they have 
asked me to express their appreciation to you for the opportunity to present our 
views and for the courtesies in past years by your committee in this same regard. 

Our utility district is a publicly owned, nonprofit agency. We serve domestic 
and industrial water supply to 14 cities lying within 2 counties on the eastern 
shores of San Francisco Bay. Currently, we have 1 million customers. Our 
project has been financed locally from its inception in the 1920’s. No Federal 
aid has been necessary. 

We appear here today to continue our opposition to a proposed project. By 
this project the Bureau of Reclamation would extend the Contra Costa Canal (a 
feature of the Central Valley project) to the Southwest Contra Costa Water Dis- 
trict in the city of Richmond, Calif. This area already lies within the boun- 
daries of the East Bay Municipal Utility District. We have appeared in opposi- 
tion to this project before your committee since 1951. Our opposition is based 
on the following reasons: 

1. The project is a duplication. The facilities of the East Bay Municipal 
Utility District already serve this proposed area at a reasonable price. 

2. The project is unnecessary. The East Bay Municipal Utility District has 
the responsibility and the water rights to serve this area currently, and is com- 
mitted to meet its needs, both domestic and industrial, in the future. 

3. The project is contrary to national policy. It would inject Federal com- 
petition with a local public agency already established to serve the area. I 
quote from a letter dated December 2, 1955, from Mr. Fred Aandahl, Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior, to the Honorable Clair Engle, chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. The subject of this letter was the pro- 
posed project mentioned above. Regarding it Mr. Aandahl says in part: “It is 
(the Interior Department’s) general policy that wherever local construction is 
possible, local interests should not look to the Federal Government for such 
works as are here involved.” Upon this statement alone, we may well rest our 
case. 

We respectfully request again that language be included in the appropriation 
bill of 1956 that would definitely prohibit the expenditures of any funds by the 
Bureau of Reclamation for the construction of this unnecessary project. 


Mr. Kirwan. We are glad to have you appear here, 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; it is nice to see you again. 

Mr. Exy. Mr. Chairman, we thank you for the opportunity to 
appear. Also, may I add, as exhibits, the letter of the Bureau of the 
Budget and the report of the Department of the Interior to which 
Mr. McFarland referred, and to which my statement also made 
reference / 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 

(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


Exurtsir A 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 24, 1954. 
Hon. A. L. MILLER, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


My Dear Dr. MIL_ter: The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs has 
requested a report from this Department on H. R. 3691, a bill to authorize the 
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construction of additional works for the extension of the Contra Costa Canal, 
a feature of the Central Valley project, California. 

This bill proposes that works be constructed to extend the Contra Costa Canal 
to provide a water supply “to the Southwest Contra Costa County Water District 
or other areas in the vicinity thereof.’ The proposed works would, under the 
terms of the bill, be operated and maintained pursuant to the Federal reclama- 
tion laws and integrated, physically and financially, with the remainder of 
the Contra Costa Canal and with the Central Valley project, California. 

Undoubtedly your committee is aware of the following provision contained 
in the Interior Department Appropriation Acts for 1954 and preceding year: 

“* * * no part of this appropriation shall be available for other than the 
completion of field engineering, survey work, and preliminary designs of the 
Southwest Contra Costa County Water District system and no repayment con- 
tract shall be executed or construction begun until plans have been submitted 
to and approved by the Congress through its legislative and appropriation pro- 
cedures, after submission of a report to the Congress by the Secretary of the 
Interior (1) on the cost and feasibility of said project, including the necessary 
distribution system and (2) on the rates required to be charged to the ultimate 
consumers * * *,” 

The Bureau of Reclamation has undertaken the studies mentioned in this 
provision. A report has been completed and is being transmitted to the President 
of the Senate and the Speaker of the House. A copy is attached for your 
information. 

The plan outlined is one to extend Central Valley project works to furnish 
water to the Southwest Contra Costa County Water District from the existing 
Contra Costal Canal. This district includes the city of Richmond, Calif., and 
adjacent lands. The district is included within the boundaries of the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District which is currently furnishing it with water. 

Until 1949, the Bureau of Reclamation had given no consideration to providing 
water service to the city of Richmond area. The Contra Costa Canal was con- 
structed with a capacity to furnish 116,000 acre-feet of water annually to the 
agricultural, municipal, and industrial areas of Contra Costa County. In 1949, 
the voters of the Contra Costa County Water District rejected a proposed con- 
tract which provided for furnishing 116,000 acre-feet to the district. A primary 
factor in this rejection was the rapid development of urban areas in the district 
and the reduction in lands requiring water for irrigation. Some 2 years later, 
in 1951, a contract was executed with the Contra Costa County Water District 
which provides for maximum water deliveries of 86,000 acre-feet. As a result, 
there is capacity available in the Contra Costa Canal for furnishing water to 
other contracting agencies in the area. 

The city of Richmond, which had been seeking a lower cost water supply for 
a number of years, upon learning of the expected excess capacity in the Contra 
Costa Canal, took steps toward the objective of obtaining water from the Central 
Valley project. There was formed in 1949, within the boundaries of the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District, another political subdivision known as the Southwest 
Contra Costa County Water District. Asa result of the availability of capacity 
in the Contra Costa Canal and responsive to the stated needs of the city of 
Richmond and Southwest Contra Costa County Water District, the Bureau of 
Reclamation undertook discussions with the district. This Department requested 
funds for fiscal year 1952 for completing studies and for construction of those 
works necessary to supply water to the Southwest Contra Costa County Water 
District in the event of successful contract negotiations. The request was denied. 

The attached report indicates that the construction cost involved in bringing 
water from the Contra Costa Canal to the head of a distribution system to be 
locally constructed would be about $6,130,000 in terms of prices prevailing in 
January 1953. To amortize this investment with interest at the rate of 2% per- 
cent over 40 years and to cover a $10 per acre-foot for water alongside the Contra 
Costa Canal would require payment by the district of approximately 8.96 cents 
per 1,000 gallons at the head of its distribution system. The added cost of dis- 
tribution would bring the average price of raw water to the consumer to an 
average of about 11.69 cents per 1,000 gallons. These estimates do not include 
any allowance for special taxes presently being levied by the East Bay Municipal 
Utility District or any assessments that may be levied in the future by the South- 
west Contra Costa County Water District. They likewise do not include any 
costs for boosting of pressures, water treatment that may be found necessary by 
certain industries to meet specialized processing requirements, or costs for 
standby or peaking service from local facilities. 
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In presenting this report to your committee, this Department recommends 
neither that H. R. 3691 be enacted nor that it be not enacted. Our purpose is 
to furnish your committee with the factual data called for by appropriation act 
language quoted above in order to assist it in determining the course of conduct 
it may wish to follow in connection with the bill. The differences in view that 
may exist between the East Bay Municipal Utility District and the Southwest 
Contra Costa County Water District will no doubt be made known to your com- 
mittee by spokesmen for these two organizations. 

In the event that your committee decides to report H. R. 3691 favorably, the 
word “‘and” in line 5, page 1, of the bill should be corrected to read “an.” 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised in a letter dated March 11 “that while 
there would be no objection to the submission to the committee of your proposed 
noncommittal report on H. R. 3691, in the light of the above comments the Bureau 
of the Budget would not recommend its enactment at this time. It will be ap- 
preciated if you will furnish a copy of this letter with the report you submit to 
the Congress.’ A copy of this letter is attached. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


Exuisit B 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. 0., March 11, 1954. 
The Honorable the SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 
(Attention: Mr. Elmer F. Bennett, 6020 Interior Building.) 


My Dear Mr. Secretary: This will acknowledge Assistant Secretary Fred G. 
Aandahl’s letter of December 29, 1953, requesting advice concerning the rela- 
tionship to the program of the President of your proposed report to the 
House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs with respect to H. R. 3691, 
a bill to authorize the construction of additional works for the extension of 
the Contra Costa Canal, a feature of the Central Valley project, California. 
Attached to the letter of December 29, 1953, were copies of the Bureau of 
Reclamation Report on the Feasibility and Estimated Cost of the Southwest 
Contra Costa County Water District System, dated November 1953. 

H. R. 3691 would authorize and direct the Secretary of the Interior to con- 
struct an extension of the Contra Costa Canal, Central Valley project, including 
such works as are necessary to make a water supply from the Central Valley 
project available to the Southwest Contra Costa County Water District for 
industrial purposes. Such works would form a part of the Contra Costa 
Canal, be operated and maintained by the Secretary pursuant to Federal 
reclamation laws, and be integrated physically and financially as a part of 
the Central Valley project. 

It is understood that the proposal resulted from efforts of the city of Rich- 
mond and the Southwest Contra Costa County Water District to seek an indus- 
rial water supply at a cost that would be instrumental in attracting peacetime 
indusries to replace World War II activities in the community. The Contra 
Costa Canal of the Central Valley project became a possible source of such 
supply when it developed about 1949 that irrigators would require and con- 
contract for only about 86,000 acre-feet out of an original estimated require- 
ment and supply of 116,000 acre-feet annually. Subsequently, as a result of 
hearings before the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs in 
October 1949, the Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, was 
asked to determine the engineering and economic feasibility of a conveyance 
system to deliver a supply of industrial water to the Richmond area. The 
report, dated November 13, 1953, outlines a 17-mile conduit, pumping plant, 
and terminal reservoir water supply system that would deliver 25,000 acre- 
feet annually, if operated continuously, which is estimated to be annual 
requirements at the end of a 40-year period. This would be the equivalent of 
about 2,984,000 cubic feet daily. 

This system is estimated to cost $6,132,200, based on January 1953 prices. 
It does not include provisions for standby or peaking service, cost of water 
treatment, or boosting of pressures that may be found necessary to meet certain 
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ndustrial requirements. Based on repayment in 40 years at 2% percent in- 
terest, and adding operation, maintenance replacements, and pumping-power 
water, the cost of the conveyance system would average $19.25 per acre-foot. 
Including a $10 per acre-foot water charge at the Contra Costa Canal point 
of diversion, which is the present Central Valley project rate for municipal 
and industrial water delivered by the Contra Costa Canal, the total cost at the 
head of the distribution system would be $29.25 per acre-foot. ‘This is equivalent 
to 6.71 cents per 100 cubic feet. Also a water-distribution system would have 
to be built by the Southwest Contra Costa County Water District estimated 
to cost $1,710,000, which is in addition to the above estimate. Construction 
of the distribution system would increase the equivalent cost to 8.74 cents per 
100 cubic feet. Additional charges for making connections to the trunkline 
distribution system would make the overall cost to ultimate consumers for raw, 
untreated water amount to about 9 cents per 100 cubic feet. 

There is at present a water supply available for industrial, as well as domestic, 
purposes in the Richmond area. The East Bay Municipal Utility District, a 
publicly owned, nonprofit agency, has constructed major facilities for a supply 
of 30,080,000 cubie feet daily, of which the utility district estimates it is cur- 
rently using 15,374,000 cubie feet daily. The unused supply of 14,706,000 cubic 
feet daily is nearly 5 times the capacity of the project system outlined above. 
The district officials state that this present excess capacity is fully adequate 
to meet the future industrial requirements of the Richmond area as well as other 
areas within the district. The East Bay Municipal Utility District states that 
in 30 years of its operation, $77 million in bonds have been voted by the people 
to pay for waterworks it has constructed or purchased. The utility district 
maintains it can furnish new industries with high-quality, treated, and filtered 
water through its system with adequate storage, pressure, and standby service 
at rates which have been decreasing more and more as the district’s debt is 
retired. These rates, on a monthly rate schedule, as of September 1, 1953, were: 


Per 100 cubic feet 
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H. R. 3691 presents an important policy with respect to water-resource devel- 
opments. The President, in his message of January 21, 1954, submitting the 
1955 budget to the Congress, stated that: 

“* * * A strong program of resource conservation and development is neces- 
sary to support the progressively expanding demands of our increasing popula- 
tion and to contribute to the economic growth and security of the Nation. 
Achievement of this goal requires a combined effort on the part of States 
and local communities, citizens, and the Federal Government. To the greatest 
extent possible, the responsibility for resource development, and its cost, should 
be borne by those who receive the benefits. In many instances private interests 
or State and local governments can best carry on the needed programs. In 
other instances Federal participation or initiative may be necessary to safeguard 
the public interest and to accomplish broad national objectives. * * *” 

With particular reference to the industrial water-supply problem in the Rich- 
mond area, it would seem that the differences in view that may exist between the 
East Bay Municipal Utility District and the Southwest Contra Costa County 
Water District could be reconciled satisfactorily and thus eliminate the need 
for a Federal project. Furthermore, it would appear that the construction 
of the water-supply system outlined by the Department of the Interior, Bureau 
of Reclamation, with Federal funds would place the Federal Government in the 
position of competing with an already existing local enterprise which, with 
the presently constructed system, is capable of providing the required water 
supplies at an apparently reasonable price. 

Accordingly, you are advised that while there would be no objection to the 
submission to the committee of your proposed noncommittal report on H. R. 
3691, in the light of the above comments the Bureau of the Budget would not 
recommend its enactment at this time. It will be appreciated if you will 
furnish a copy of this letter with the report you submit to the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
Jos. M. Dover, Director. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFrFIcr or THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., December 2, 1955. 
Hon. CLarr ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. O. 


My Dear Mr. ENGiE: The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs has re- 
quested a report from this Department on H. R. 7548, a bill to authorize the 
construction of additional works for the extension of the Contra Costa Canal, 
a feature of the Central Valley project, California. 

This bill propeses that works be constructed to extend the Contra Costa Canal 
to provide a water supply “to the Southwest Contra Costa County Water Dis- 
trict or other areas in the vicinity thereof.” The proposed works would, under 
the terms of the bill, be operated and maintained pursuant to the Federal 
reclamation laws and integrated, physically and financially, with the remainder 
of the Contra Costa Canal and with the Central Valley project, California. 

Undoubtedly, your committee is aware of the following provision contained in 
the Public Works Appropriations Act, 1956, and in the Interior Department 
Appropriation Acts for several preceding years: 

“* * * no part of this appropriation shall be available for other than the 
completion of field engineering, survey work, and preliminary designs of the 
Southwest Contra Costa County Water District System, and no repayment con- 
tract shall be executed or construction begun until plans have been submitted to 
and approved by the Congress through its legislative and appropriation proce- 
dures, after submission of a report to the Congress by the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior (1) on the cost and feasibility of said project, including the necessary 
distribution system, and (2) on the rates required to be charged to the ultimate 
consumers * * *,” 

A report on the matters mentioned in this provision was transmitted to the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House on March 4, 1954; a copy 
thereof was attached to our report on H. R. 3691, 83d Congress. 

The plan outlined is one to extend Central Valley project works to furnish 
water to the Southwest Contra Costa County Water District from the existing 
Contra Costa Canal. This district includes the city of Richmond, Calif., and adja- 
cent lands. The district is included within the boundaries of the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District, which is currently furnishing it with water. 

Until 1949 the Bureau of Reclamation had given no consideration to providing 
water service to the city of Richmond area. The Contra Costa Canal was con- 
structed with a capacity to furnish 116,000 acre-feet of water annually to the 
agricultural, municipal, and industrial areas of Contra Costa Valley. In 1949 
the voters of the Contra Costa County Water District rejected a proposed con- 
tract which provided for furnishing 116,000 acre-feet to the district. A primary 
factor in this rejection was the rapid development of urban areas in the district 
and the reduction in lands requiring water for irrigation. Some 2 years later, 
in 1951, a contract was executed with the Contra Costa County Water District 
which provides for maximum water deliveries of 86,000 acre-feet. As a result, 
there is capacity available in the Contra Costa Canal for furnishing water to 
other contracting agencies in the area. 

The city of Richmond, which had been seeking a lower-cost water supply for 
a number of years, upon learning of the expected excess capacity in the Contra 
Costa Canal, took steps toward the objective of obtaining water from the Central 
Valley project. There was formed, in 1949, within the boundaries of the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District, another political subdivision known as the Southwest 
Contra Costa County Water District. As a result of the availability of capacity 
in the Contra Costa Canal, and responsive to the stated needs of the city of 
Richmond and Southwest Contra Costa County Water District, the Bureau of 
Reclamation undertook discussions with the district. This Department requested 
funds for fiscal year 1952 for completing studies and for construction of those 
works necessary to supply water to the Southwest Contra Costa County Water 
District in the event of successful contract negotiations. The request was denied. 

The report to the Congress made pursuant to a provision in the Interior 
Department Appropriation Act, 1954, identical to that quoted above indicates 
that the construction cost involved in bringing water from the Contra Costa 
Canal to the head of a distribution system to be locally constructed would be 
about $6,130,000 in terms of prices prevailing in January 1953. To amortize 
this investment with interest at the rate of 214 percent over 40 years and to 
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cover a $10 per acre-foot charge for water alongside the Contra Costa Canal 
would require payment by the district of approximately 8.06 cents per 1,000 
gallons at the head of its distribution system. The added cost of distribution 
would bring the average price of raw water to the consumer to an average 
of about 11.69 cents per 1,000 gallons. These estimates do not include any 
allowance for special taxes presently being levied by the East Bay Municipal 
Utility District or any assessments that may be levied in the future by the 
Southwest Contra Costa County Water District. They likewise do not include 
any costs for boosting of pressures, water treatment that may be found neces- 
sary by certain industries to meet specialized processing requirements, or 
costs for standby or peaking service from local facilities. 

In presenting this report to your committee, this Department recommends 
neither that H. R. 7548 be enacted nor that it be not enacted. It is its general 
policy that, wherever local construction is possible, local interests should not 
iook to the Federal Government for such works as are here involved. Our 
present purpose, therefore, is to furnish your committee with the factual data 
called for by Appropriation Act language in order to assist it in determining 
the course of conduct it may wish to follow in connection with the bill. The 
differences in view that may exist between the East Bay Municipal Utility 
District and the Southwest Contra Costa County Water District will no doubt 
be made known to your committee by spokesmen for these two organizations. 

The Bureau of the Budget advised in a letter dated March 11, 1954, “that 
while there would be no objection to the submission to the committee of your 
proposed noncommittal report on H. R. 38961 (identical to H. R. 7548), in the 
light of the above comments the Bureau of the Budget would not recommend 
its enactment at this time. It will be appreciated if you will furnish a copy 
of this letter with the report you submit to the Congress.” A copy of this 
letter is attached. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRED G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


Pusuic Works Progecrs «iN Paciric NorrHweEstT 
WITNESSES 


HON. DON MAGNUSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

HON. HAL HOLMES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

CHARLES F. BAKER, PRESIDENT, INLAND EMPIRE WATERWAYS 
ASSOCIATION, WALLA WALLA, WASH. 

HERBERT L. POWELL, GENERAL MANAGER OF LEWISTON GRAIN 
GROWERS, INC., LEWISTON, IDAHO 

HERBERT G. WEST, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT OF INLAND 
EMPIRE WATERWAYS ASSOCIATION 

A. B. CURTIS, MAYOR OF OROFINO, IDAHO; CHAIRMAN, OROFINO 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, WATER RESOURCES COMMITTEE 


Mr. Kirwan. The committee will come to order. Congressman 
Don Magnuson, a member of the committee and a fine Representa- 
tive of the State of Washington, will introduce the witnesses. 

Mr. Macnuson. It gives me a great deal of pleasure to introduce 
the next group of witnesses. They hail from three States, Wash- 
ington, Oregon, and Idaho, and we have a mutual interest in a num- 
ber of projects out in that part of the country. 

I would like to introduce Mr. Charles Baker, who is president of 
the Inland Empire Waterways Association; Mr. Herbert West, who 
is executive vice president, of the Inland Empire Waterways Associa- 
tion; Mr. A. B. Curtis, who is mayor of the city of Orofino, in Idaho, 








and a member of the board of directors of the Inland Empire Water- 
ways Association; Mr. Herbert Powell, general manager of Lewiston 
Grain Growers, Inc., Lewiston, Idaho. 

I think the record should also show the presence of Congressman 
Hal Holmes, who is a colleague from my State of Washington, and 
who represents the Fourth Congressional District, in which Ice Har- 
bor Dam is situated. 

Hal, did you want to say a word before the witnesses begin their 
testimony ¢ 
STATEMENT OF HON. HAL HOLMES 


Mr. Hormes. Just a word that I am very happy indeed to be here. 
These men have been very nicely introduced by Mr. Magnuson, a 
member of your committee. I am vitally interested in the problems 
they are interested in. I know that they are good, fine, substantial 
citizens, who can present their problems in an intelligent way. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right, Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Maanuson. Mr. West, would you care to present your first 
witness ? 

Mr. West. I would like to introduce first, Mr. Charles Baker, who 
is president of our association and is also general manager of the 
Pacific Supply Cooperative, which is a wholesale cooperative serving 
about 70,000 farmers in the 3 Northwest States. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES BAKER 


Mr. Baker. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as Mr. 
West pointed out, my name is Charles Baker, my home is at Walla 
Walla, Wash. I am the president of the Inland Empire Waterways 
Association, and also secretary and general manager of the Pacific 
Supply Cooperative, a large cooperative doing business with some 
70,000 farmers in the Northwest. 

The waterways association has as its membership a very broad cross- 
section of the people who live in the Northwest, including bankers, 
port districts, political subdivisions of the Government, farm organ- 
izations, naval groups, chambers of commerce, and many individual 
citizens, and industries who operate in that area. Our association 
believes very strongly in the maximum comprehensive development 
of the water resources of the Columbia and Snake Rivers. We think 
the program today is indicative of the great value that this program 
can ultimately be to that area and to the Nation as a whole. 

We have a number of individuals here today who will cover various 
sections of this program, and I particularly want to direct my remarks 
to the navigation features of this comprehensive program. 

Transportation is a major problem in the Pacific Northwest, due 
to long distances to markets, and due to the fact that much of our 
grain, for example, has to move out into export. In the beginning 
of the waterways program, when Bonneville Dam was completed, 
there was no navigation on the Columbia River. With the completion 
of that dam, navigation—barge navigation, if you please—started. to 
develop, even though it was crude as compared to present-day. opera- 
tions. But it did demonstrate the practicability of the program. 











General Foote, at our annual meeting last year, made the statement 
that the navigation development on the Columbia River, tonn: igewise, 
was twice as great as the Army engineers had predic ted in the ear ly 
stages. At that time, they indicated the cost-to-benefit was adequate. 
Almost 2 million tons of cargo are presently moving on the river. Un- 
questions ibly, when the Dalles Dam is « ‘completed and the bottleneck of 
ithe Celilo C anal, which is a real one, is eliminated, the tonnage will 
grow by leaps and bounds. Not only will it grow in substantial quan 
tity but the facilities for operating on the river will make is possible 
to increase the barge load, probably five times what they are able 
to operate with now. But, that, of course, can only reflect ultimately 
in lower costs from a transportation standpoint. 

I would like to touch for just a minute on what happened when they 
first started operating on the river, pushing petroleum barges up the 
river. Within a year’s time, back in the early forties we saw the rate 
on petroleum products in the Inland Empire, which is eastern Wash 
ington, eastern Oregon, and northern Idaho, reduced on the average of 
more than a cent a gallon on some 200 million gallons of produc ts then 
used. That was reflected back to the consumer in a lower priced trade. 
That situation has continued to prev: ul. The same savings for the 
last 10 years have averaged at least $2 million in savings alone of pe- 
troleum products which are reflected back to the indiv idual consumer 

Of course, one of our big crops in the Inland Empire is wheat, some 
140 or 150 million bushels. Most of that has to move through tidewater 
out to the markets of the world. It is interesting to note that in the 
lower river adjacent to Bonneville Dam, the rail rates on grain to 
tidewater today are approximately 5 percent lower than they were 
back in 1933, as compared upriver, where the large tonnage of grain 
is produced, and the rates are some 75 to 80 percent higher than was 
the case in 1933. 

We see no reason, once the river is fully developed from a naviga- 
tion standpoint, that the same rates as prevailed in the lower regions 
cannot be extended in a substantial manner to 100 to 120 million bushels 
of grain in the interior. I think it should also be recognized that Ice 
Harbor lock and dam is as important from a transportation standpoint, 
particularly on grain, as was Bonneville because it will make possible 
reaching a very ‘substantial ares 1, an area, in fact, in which 65 percent 
of the grain tonnage is produced. It will, undoubtedly, reflect sub- 
stantial savings on grain out of that area 

Not only are there great savings on grain and petroleum products 
moving on the river, but as a result of this development we have seen 
the Shell Chemical Co. move very substantial quantities of anhydrous 
ammonium by barge out of Pasco, Wash. That, in turn, has been 
reflected in lower cost to the farmers on anhydrous ammonium which 
is used in amazing quantities in the wheatlangls in the Northwest. 
This is something that didn’t exist 5 years ago. 

We see bulk cement move in substantial quantities. My own plant 
is planning an $18 million fertilizer plant just adjacent to Pasco, first, 
because it is in a greater fertilizer-consuming area, and second, be- 
cause it will be more easily able to move downriver. From a trans- 
portation standpoint, it offers many advantages. I would say that 
the dams that have been built, McNary on down, which involve navi 
gation features, are very important to us, and cannot justify their full 
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costs unless we tap that in a region where some 65 percent of the ton- 
nage of the area is produced. Unquestionably, transportation on the 
river is already making million of dollars of savings to the consumers 
of the area and, as the program moves ahead, it certainly will add 
many more miles of dollars in transportation savings. I think devel- 
opment today fully justifies that conclusion. 

Now, we have many other phases of this program, as I stated orig- 
inally, which will be covered by other men here today. I did want to 
particularly touch on the transportation aspect. We have a 6-year 
program of development on the main stream of the Columbia and 
Snake Rivers, which we think will be constructive and readily attain- 
able and in our mutual interest in that area. 

Other men will cover those features. I do want also to commend 
the committee for what we think is a very wise move on your part, and 
that is to provide for adequate planning funds for authorized dams 
so that when you do elect to start building them, you will have the 
information which will make it possible to get efficient construction 
and rapid construction. 

I thank you, gentlemen, for this opportunity to appear before you. 

(The complete statement of Charles F. Baker is as follows :) 


My name is Charles F. Baker. I am president of the Inland Empire Water- 
ways Association whose main offices and headquarters are located in Walla 
Walla, Wash. Inland Empire Waterways Association has as its membership a 
broad cross section of the citizenship in the territory in Oregon, Washington, and 
northern Idaho, adjacent to the Columbia and Snake Rivers—ineluding farm 
organizations, individuals, port districts, county courts, chambers of commerce, 
public and private power agencies, farm cooperatives, and labor groups in the 
area above named. I am also secretary and general manager of Pacific Supply 
Cooperative, a large wholesale farm supply and marketing cooperative serving 
70,000 farm members in Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. 

I have appeared before your committee on previous occasions in the past several 
years for the purpose of endeavoring to bring you factual information with 
respect to the water-resources development of the Columbia and Snake Rivers, 
and to express to you on behalf of the people of the area the very strong support 
which they are giving and have been giving to this important program. 

The record of development during the past 20 years, and the results therefrom, 
are outstanding. Navigation on the Columbia River into Pasco, Wash., bas 
grown by leaps and bounds, and is still growing at a rapid rate, thus aiding 
greatly to help solve the high-cost-transportation problem of the Pacific North- 
west, as well as to bring new industries into the area. A very great expansion 
of navigation on the Columbia and Snake Rivers is destined as the Dalles Dam is 
completed, and John Day Dam is constructed, bringing slack-water navigation 
into Pasco, Wash.—and as Ice Harbor Dam and other dams on the Snake River 
are completed, tonnages then will undoubtedly double and triple over the present 
volume now moved—substantial as it is. 

The development of reclamation from Grand Coulee Dam, and from other dams 
as necessity requires, will likewise greatly augment the productive capacity of 
this great region and serve as a future reservoir of food and fiber for the people 
of the Nation. With the rapid rate at which our population is growing, this 
additional reservoir of productive acres ultimately will become of basie impor- 
tance to the agricultural economy of our country. 

Flood control is likewise a major problem on the Columbia and Snake River 
system. In times past, floods have done hundreds of millions of dollars of 
damage. To prevent future catastrophes, it seems highly important that up- 
stream storage to store the floodwaters be developed in sufficient quantity and as 
rapidly as possible to safeguard the lives and property of the people who 
live adjacent to the lower reaches of the Columbia River. 

In this connection, we urge that you give favorable consideration to the au- 
thorization of Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams on the Clearwater River: 
two dams which can contribute subtantially toward eliminating the problem of 
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damaging floods on the Columbia and Snake Rivers. Aside from the great 
value resulting from adequate upstream storage to prevent disasters from 
major floods, you are no doubt fully aware of the monetary value of storing 
floodwaters and then releasing upstream storage at times of the year when 
stream flow of the Columbia and Snake River is low, thus firming up great 
quantities of low cost hydroelectric power. 

The fourth great resouce from this multipurpose program on the Columbia 
and Snake River is that of hydroelectric power. Hydroelectric power is the 
region's basic source of energy low in cost (less than half the national average), 
is one of the most important factors in attracting industry to the Northwest. 
this, in turn, means more industry, more jobs for people, as well as spreading 
the tax base. The yardstick of value established by Bonneville, Grand Coulee, 
and McNary Dams from power revenue demonstrates the very sound high grade 
investment which the Federal Government has in these great institutions. Al 
ready, the repayment schedule plus 3 percent interest on Bonneville and Grand 
Coulee Dams is far ahead of the 50-year period established to amortize these 
investments—in dollars and cents, $67,771,000 ahead on dams now operating 
It seems highly important from the economic benefits to all that the program of 
the past 20 years be continued on a sound and constructive basis. Our associa- 
tion at its last annual meeting adopted a 6-year program projecting the com 
pletion, by 1962, of McNary, Chief Joseph, and The Dalles Dams on the Colum 
bia River; Hills Creek and Cougar on the Willamette, and a substantial start 
on Green Peter, John Day, and Lower Monumental Dams, 

This program will require approximately $116 million annually for the 6-year 
period to keep our comprehensive program moving ahead at a constructive rate 
In our appearance before your committee, we desire to particularly urge appro 
priations at this time, as follows: 


Chief Joseph ga 5d $16, 000, 000 


The Dalles___--- cane , gauss 50, 000, 000 
Cougar __ ae i~ eis - —_- ‘ 3. 500, OOO 
Ice Harbor ‘ Ss , &, 000, 000 
Hills Creek__- = Godsend 2 O00, OOO 
MoNary. 2.2... . : 7. 000, 000 


Your committee has demonstrated many times in the past, the importance of 
appropriating as much money as can be wisely spent each year by the Corps of 
Engineers in building these dams, to the end that the quicker they are in pro 
duction, the lower will be the cost, and the more rapidly will be the repayment 
to the Federal Government of the money invested. 

We recommend your earnest consideration of the above amounts as represent 
ing funds which we believe can be wisely spent and hasten power production, 
flood control, and navigation at the earliest possible date. 

I should also like to express our appreciation of the wisdom of your commit- 
tee in appropriating adequate pianning funds in connection with the building 
of new dams on the Columbia and Snake River system. Failure to provide ade 
quate planning funds only results in delaying the completion of the planning, 
increases expenses, and tends to delay unduly, the possible beginning of actual 
construction. In this connection, we respectfully urge that $1,500,000 be appro- 
priated for planning funds on the John Day Dam on the Columbia River. 

In conclusion, I urge your earnest consideration of this 6-year program 
adopted by our association, and strongly supported by the rank and file of our 
citizens in the Northwest, to the end that we can keep the comprehensive water 
resources development of the Columbia and Snake River moving ahead at a con 
structive pace, thus giving further aid to navigation, reclamation, flood control 
and power development, in the interest of our national economy. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Cras. BAKER, 
President, Inland Empire Waterways Association. 


Mr. West. Our next witness we would like to call is Mr. Herbert 
Powell, who is manager of the Lewiston Grain Growers, Inc., Lewis 
(on, Idaho, one of the largest of our cooperative grain growers in the 
Pacific Northwest. marketing the wheat of that area. 

Mr. Magnuson. Mr. Powell. 
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STATEMENT OF H. L. POWELL 


Mr. Powrii. My name is Herbert L. Powell, general manager of 
Lewiston Grain Growers, Inc. 

We operate elevators at 13 locations, in 6 counties in Idaho and 1 
county in Washington. We normally store and ship in excess of 5 
million bushels of various commodities, wheat, barley, oats, peas, beans, 
and seeds. We endeavor to buy and sell these products as provided 
for us by our farmers, thus providing markets for our growers. 

I would like to also emphasize a point that Mr. Baker made: that, 
being inland with no competitive form of transport ation, our freight 
rate since 1930 has risen 78.5 percent as against the 1- to 8- -percent 
drop on the lower river. All of this 5 million bushels would perhaps 
not move on the river but it is tributary to the river and it only repre- 
sents between 35, not to exceed 40 percent of the tonnage in our area 
which is tributary to this river and could move considerable thereon. 

This past year we found it profitable to haul grain 172 miles to a 
collection terminal at Kennewick, Wash. From this particular point 
we moved 24,000 bushels and we moved 95,000 bushels from a Sweet- 
water location, 148 miles one way. At present, the trucks are all com- 
ing back empty; so you see the savings we could get if we could haul 
a short distance to the river at our Lewiston location. 

There are other terminals along the river that different grain com- 
panies have where they would haul grain down from other parts of 
Washington and Idaho. Idaho has an enabling act whereby we could 
form the port of a district. So we would have no difficulty on that. 

The first step in making our navigation possible would be the con- 
struction of Ice Harbor lock and dam 10 miles above the mouth of the 
Snake. Even then our navigation will be limited. They say we can 
operate 4 to 6 months out of the year with Ice Harbor completed, 
which should be enough to effect substantial savings. 

Now, our area is quite united for this. Our local area chambers of 
commerce, counties, cities, businesses of all types, as Mr. Baker men- 
tioned, are working diligently for full development for navigation, 
power, and flood cor trol, on our Northwest river system. This growth 
and development will also permit a further dispersal of industry and 
be of great value from a defense standpoint. 

Lewiston Grain Growers wishes to join with other witnesses from 
the Pacific Northwest in supporting Bureau of the Budget requests 
for funds during fiscal year 1957 for Chief Joseph Dam, the Dalles 
lock and dam, and MeN ary lock and dam on the Columbia River; for 
Ice Harbor lock and dam on the Snake River; for Hills Creek and 
Cougars Dams in the Willamette River Valley; for planning funds 
for the John Day lock and dam project on the Columbia River, and 
for channel improvements at the mouth of the Columbia River. 

We are particularly concerned with the Ice Harbor project and ask 
your very earnest consideration of increasing the recommended $5 
million as contained in the Bureau of the Budget report to $8 million, 
as requested by the Inland Empire W aterways Association. 

I have additional copies of this if you wish them for the record. 

I might say that in computing these rates, we have not heard from 
the trucks and barges as to what they were going to do about the rate 
range, so for comparison we used the old rate which has since in- 
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creased 5 percent by rail. The spread, therefore, should be actually 
wider. 
(The complete statement of Mr. Herbert Powell is as follows :) 


My name is Herbert L. Powell, general manager of Lewiston Grain Growers, 
Inc., a farmer-owned cooperative marketing association with 2,120 members 
and serving, in an average year, over 3,000 customers. We operate elevators at 
13 locations in 6 counties of Idaho and Washington. We normally receive in 
excess Of 5 million bushels of wheat, barley, oats, peas, beans, and seeds direct 
from the farmers. We endeavor to buy and sell these products, thus providing 
markets for our growers. We also operate a feed mill at Lewiston, Idaho. 

Our base of operations at Lewiston, Idaho, is located 140 miles up the Snake 
River from its mouth and more than 365 miles from terminals at Portland, Oreg., 
and Vancouver, Wash. Our freight rates are comparatively high. As a matter 
of fact, rail transportation rates on grain from Lewiston, Idaho, to Portland 
terminals have risen 78.5 percent in the years between 1930 and 1955, 

This rise can be compared to other points on the Columbia River closer to 
the markets where competitive conditions brought about by water transportation 
apply. For example, from Arlington, Condon, Wasco, and Grass Valley, Oreg., 
rail-water rates had dropped anywhere from 1 to 8 percent during the same 
years our rates were climbing 78.5 percent. 

Annually, the Lewiston Grain Growers, Inc. ships from its elevator in and 
near Lewiston, Idaho, in excess of 5 million bushels of wheat and other grains. 
If competitive water transportation had been available for this shipment, it is 
easy to see that reduced freight rates would have effected a very substantial 
savings in shipping costs to the farmer-members of our marketing cooperative. 

We are finding it profitable to our members to haul our wheat by truck on 
a one-way movement for as much as 172 miles from our elevator at Winchester, 
Idaho, to a collection terminal at Kennewick, Wash., for transfer to barges 
destined for Portland and Vancouver. We moved 24,000 bushels of wheat in 
this manner during the past winter months, 

We also have recently hauled 95,000 bushels from our Sweetwater, Idaho, 
elevator to Kennewick, a distance of 148 miles one way. 

The average maximum load per truck amounts to 650 bushels. When you 
consider that we have hauled 119,000 bushels of wheat, you can see how many 
individual truckloads we moved, 

Were we able to haul our wheat from these elevators located near the farms 
that produced it to our riverside elevators at Lewiston, we would be transporting 
it less than 45 miles from Winchester and about 15 miles from Sweetwater. This 
shortened, far more economical, haul will become possible only when river navi- 
gation is available up the Snake River from its mouth to Lewiston. 

Our operations comprise only about 40 percent of the grain in the area that 
could conceivably move by barges on the Snake River. 

Idaho has an enabling act under which port districts may be formed to 
secure the benefits of navigation through the establishment of river terminals. 

The first step in making that navigation possible, is now underway with 
start of construction on Ice Harbor lock and dam 10 miles above the mouth of 
the Snake. We have been assured that as soon as Ice Harbor lock and dam is 
completed, barge navigation to Lewiston will begin. The scale will be limited 
until such time as additional channel depth is provided on the Snake River above 
the head of the Ice Harbor pool]. But this will be a start and a welcome one. 
From this navigation our farmer-members will benefit considerably in lowered 
transportation costs both on wheat and other produce shipped to market and on 
petroleum products and other merchandise shipped into the Inland Empire. 

Our local and area chambers of commerce, counties, and cities, as well as busi 
ness generally, have for a long period worked diligently to further the full 
development of our Northwest rivers for navigation, power, and flood control. 
This growth and development would permit a further dispersal of industry and 
be of great value from a defense standpoint. 

The Lewiston Grain Growers, Inc., wishes to join with other witnesses from 
the Pacific Northwest in supporting Bureau of the Budget requests for funds 
during fiscal year 1957 for Chief Joseph Dam, the Dalles lock and dam, and 
MeNary lock and dam on the Columbia River; for Ice Harbor lock and dam on 
the Snake River; for Hills Creek and Cougar Dams in the Willamette River 
Valley ; for planning funds for the John Day lock and dam project on the Colum- 
bia River, and for channel improvements at the mouth of the Columbia River. 
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We are particularly concerned with the Ice Harbor peated and ask your very 
earnest consideration of increasing the recomended $5 million as contained in 
the Bureau of the Budget report to $S million as requested by the Inland Empire 
Waterways Association. 

Respectfully submitted. 

LEWISTON GRAIN Growers, INC., 
H. L. Powkii, General Manager. 

Mr. Wesr. Mr. A. B. Curtis, mayor of the city of Orofino, Idaho, 
also president of the Bruces Eddy & Penny C liffs Association up in 
Clearwater River section. Mr. Curtis is also a director of our as- 
sociation. 


STATEMENT OF A. B. CURTIS 


Mr. Curris. Thank you, Herb, for that marvelous introduction. 
Mr. Magnuson, and gentlemen of the committee, if it is agreeable 
with you, Mr. Chairman, I will read only certain parts of my testi- 
mony and submit other portions of it for the record. I think that 
will save you a little bit of time, and give Mr. West plenty of time 
to bring up the finale of our testimony today. 

I would like to first introduce myself. Iam as Mr. West has stated, 
A. B. Curtis of Orofino, of which city I am the mayor. I am also 
chairman of the Orofino Chamber of Commerce Water Resources 
Committee. I am speaking in behalf of various business and civic 
organizations. Some of these organizations even include wildlife 
organizations, and sportsmen’s organizations. 

[ am also speaking for an organization which is rather new in 
water resources development in Id: aho, known as the Clearwater Dam 
Association. This organization was set up a year or two ago by 
people on the street to go ahead and rer our water resources. 
it is a nonpolitical organization, made up of people in every walk 
of life, a laboring man, of course, of which we have perhaps more 
than any other kind of work; it includes people on Main Street, small 
businesses, the farmer, which we have quite a few of, fellows like 
us in the room that are interested in the development of our country. 

I have been handed a resolution by them to appear in their behalf 
today. 

Gentlemen, since 1918 I have lived in the Clearwater region of 
Idaho, which particular part is in the region of the proposed Clear- 
water Dam’s development, as proposed by the Army Corps of En- 
eineers., 

In 1928 I became the chief fire warden of the Clearwater Timber 
Protective Association and State fire warden for the Idaho Depart- 
ment of Forestry. In 1945 I became chief fire warden of the Pot- 
latch Timber Protective Association and State fire warden for the 
Patlatch Forest Protective District. So you can see I am taking care 
of four different jobs. 

In the last thirty-odd years, I have had very extensive knowledge of 
our forestry resources and our water resources and our wildlife re- 
sources both in my professional capacity and in my official capacity in 
this particular region. I will make a very brief statement and then 
let Herb West go in. 

I wish to say our organization and myself are in full support of all 
budget recommendations as submitted by the Bureau of the Budget 
on northwest projects and recommended in the Inland Empire W ater- 
ways Association tentative 6-year program. 
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| forgot to mention I am also a director of the Inland Waterways 
Association, one of the directors for Idaho. We also endorse con- 
struction funds for McNary Dam, Chief Joseph Dam, the Dalles, Ice 
Harbor, Hills Creek, and Cougar Dams, and planning funds for 
Green Peter and John Day. 

We are particularly interested in the lee Harbor project and ask 
your very earnest and sincere consideration of an increase of your 
recommended $5 to $8 million as requested by the Inland Waterways 
Association. It is our understanding that the appropriation of $8 
million will definitely provide for a work schedule to bring much- 
needed power on the line. 

Gentlemen, the job is a tremendous one in our part of the country 
that is, the northwest—to keep on top of the job of producing elec- 
trical energy for the industry which we hope will come. We have 
every reason to know it will come to our fine northwest area. 

The job of $300 million a year is a big task for the Federal Gov- 
ernment and we realize that it is going to ‘take participation by every- 
one, public and private funds alike, to get this job done and stay on 
top ‘of the job. 

One little matter I should report to you—that is the matter of the 
conditions as they are right now with us as to flood possibilities. Only 
the first of this month, surveys indicated that the snow pack we have 
back in the headwaters of the Clearwater region is 128 percent of 
normal and the water content is especially — We are in a situa 
tion right now of having the possibility of a very good flood. Of 
course, we have had them in the past but I don’t know how long the 
country can hold together if we are going to have repeated floods every 
20) years or so. 

For the record, I want to present to you a telegram I received yes 
terday from the Grangeville Chamber of Commerce, addressed to me. 
A. B. Currtis, 


Care Senator Henry Dworshak, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Grangeville Chamber of Commerce is deeply concerned with power develop 
ment on the Clearwater and Snake Rivers. Request that you represent us at 
the hearings and conference next week. 

GRANGEVILLE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, GRANGEVILLE. 
W. H. JENKINS, President. 

I have another message received last night, addressed to me, from 

the Grangeville Wildlife Association. 
GRANGEVILLE, IDAHO 
A. B. CURTIS, 
Care Senator Henry Dworshak, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Grangeville Wildlife Association on record in favor of construction of Penny 
Cliff and Bruce Eddy Dams at earliest possible date. 

GRANGEVILLE WILDLIFE ASSOCIATION 
By Ropert Bartz, President. 


Mr. Macenuson. Are these authorized dams? 

Mr. Curtis. No, they are not. They are being considered by the 
Corps of Engineers. 

There are 1 or 2 other resolutions I can submit for the record. One 
from the Clearwater Dams Association and several others from vari 
ous associations interested in this project. 
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Mr. Maenuson. They will be received for the record. 
(The resolutions referred to are as follows :) 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the pressing need for upriver storage in the Columbia River system 
and especially in the Clearwater River in Idaho has become an accepted fact ; 
and 

Whereas the danger of flood conditions in the Columbia and Clearwater Rivers 
is heightened by the prospect of a cycle of anticipated seasons of heavy snowfall 
and by the natural erosion and loss of watershed following logging operations 
and land-clearing developments which are the natural consequences of progress 
and population increases in the West; and 

Whereas full development of the hydroelectric power potential of the Columbia 
River system must be attained at a rapid pace to keep up with the increasing 
industrial development and mounting demands of commercial and home use of 
electric power in the Pacific Northwest; and 

Whereas the Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs sites on the North Fork and the 
Middle Fork, respectively, of the Clearwater River in Idaho are ideally suited 
for multipurpose high storage dams; and 

Whereas the economy of the counties and communities adjacent to these sites 
makes imperative the need for additional assessed valuation added to the tax 
basis of said communities and counties by way of privately owned power facilities 
constructed in adjunct with the Government storage dams at the sites of Bruces 
Eddy and Penny Cliffs; and 

Whereas the Clearwater Dams Association, with headquarters at Orofino, 
Idaho, is constituted of thousands of family members from all walks of life 
and representing a cross section of all political and economic factions living 
within the area adjacent to the site of the Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams: 
Now, therefore, it is 

Resolved by the Clearwater Dams Association, by and through its officers 
duly authorized therefor, That said association respectfully urges the Congress 
of the United States to authorize the immediate construction of the Bruces 
Eddy Dam on the North Fork of the Clearwater River in Idaho and the Penny 
Cliffs Dam on the Middle Fork of the Clearwater River in Idaho and provide for 
early construction thereof; be it further 

Resolved, That such authorizing legislation provide for the construction of 
power facilities in connection with said dams by private interests to the end 
that the additional burden of population increase and consequent enlarged de- 
mand on public facilities and services may be met by a substantially increased 
ad valorem tax basis; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the chairman of the 
appropriate congressional committees for consideration. 


Dated this 23d day of March 1956. 
Rosert H. Oup, President, Orofino, Idaho. 
Attest: 
EvA HUBBARD. 
JOHN H. FaGan, 


STATEMENT OF IRAD CARR 


I, Irad Carr, wish to make the following statement as a matter of record 
which deals with the proposed dam sites and pool areas, Bruce’s Eddy and 
Penny Cliffs, situated in the Clearwater River drainage in the State of Idaho. 

I came to what now is Clearwater County in 1899 and TI have lived near the 
present town of Orofino since that time. Principally, I have followed farming 
fer a living all my life, in addition to commercial packing of sportsmen in the 
forests and primitive areas of the Clearwater National Forest, the Nezperce 
National Forest, and the Lolo National Forest and also, the State of Montana 
along the Idaho-Montana divide in the headwaters of the Clearwater River. 
For the past several vears I have had a packers and guides license from both 
the State of Idaho and the State of Montana. In addition to the above, I 
operated pack strings for the United States Forest Service several seasons. 
Over the past 40 years I have become very familiar with the country drained by 
the North Fork of the Clearwater River and the Middle Fork and Lochsa 
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Rivers in that I have covered all the main trails, roads, and drainages embraced 
in the above-mentioned area. I have been in these areas all times of the year 
through the course of my work and travels, and have been particularly inter 
ested in fish and wildlife as it has afforded me the basis of a very substantial 
part of my livelihood. 

Another thing I might mention here is that I have been a member of the local 
Idaho Outdoor Association for the past several years which organization was 
formed and predicated on the basis of the perpetuation and protection of our 
big game and fishing resources for those people who are sportsmen and love 
the great outdoors in Idaho. 

I have seen maps indicating the sites of the two proposed dams, namely 
Bruce’s Eddy and Penny Cliffs sites on the North Fork and Middle Fork of the 
Clearwater River, and the limits of the pool areas of these dams. Now on the 
basis of my experience in the woods and with my knowledge of big game in 
this region, I can state absolutely and fairly that I see no basis for a contro- 
versy as exists today between pool areas of the aforementioned dams and their 
infringement upon winter range areas of our vast herds of elk and lesser herds 
of deer. In the first place, at least 95 percent of the elk and deer range in 
areas which are well removed from any possible influence by eventual pool 
areas of the two proposed dams. They cover an area of several hundred thou- 
sand acres in 5 national forests and 8 State counties in extremely severe 
winters and perhaps 3 times more area in normal winters. In the second place, 
the possible 5 percent of the game that might range in the vicinity of pool areas 
will certainly have sufficient range to sustuin them if they ever had because of 
the very small amount of range that will be taken along the river bottoms for 
the use of pool areas. I believe that those people who are of the contention 
that with the construction of these two dams in question the game will offer 
heavy losses, are either guided by ulterior motives in order to cloud the issue, 
or have not been in the area to obtain the facts and are speaking from hearsay. 

As to fishing along the Clearwater River today I can say this much, it is very 
poor until you go into the very upper reaches of the headwaters where roads do 
not exist. However, I will say that at one time some 30 years ago there was 
good fishing for several species of trout and steelhead, practically the full length 
of the Clearwater River and its tributaries and there could be again with proper 
management and plantings. In my experience in packing fishermen into various 
lakes of considerably smaller size than the two that would be created by the 
two cams, I found that those lakes which were fed and drained by small streams 
Which afford spawning beds were good fishing. Therefore, T can see no reason 
why thse two man-made lakes, Bruce’s Eddy and Penny Cliffs, being fed by the 
headwaters of the rivers and a great number of side streams couldn't be used 
to great advantage in creating a sportsmen’s paradise as to fishing. These two 
lakes would be very comparable to the large lakes existing today in the northern 
part of Idaho except the Clearwater River and side tributaries at the upper 
limits of the pool runs considerably more water than do those rivers in northern 
Idaho feeding those lakes. 

I am sure that upon investigation of the parties opposed to the construction 
of the dams, Penny Cliffs and Bruce’s Eddy, vou will find underlying issues 
which will not bear being brought out into the open and these parties are using 
fish and wildlife to cover up these issues. 

I am submitting this statement as an interested citizen without obligation 
or influence from anyone nor with any personal antagonism to anyone opposing 
construction of these dams. 

Irap Carr, Orofino, Idaho 

Attest: 

ARDIS PISHL. 
J. R. SEWEIL. 


I, the undersigned, Vern 0. Thornton, wish to submit the following statement 
in regard to the controversy now existing regarding the proposed dam sites 
and pool areas in the Clearwater drainage in the State of Idaho and the effect 
of the same on wildlife in the areas. 

I have lived my entire life of 42 years in the Clearwater area working in the 
woods since I was 16 years old. I first worked around Pierce and Headquarters, 
Idaho, both for privat+ concerns and the Clearwater Timber Protective Associa- 
tion, State of Idaho. Here I worked on the drainages of the lower North Fork 
of the Clearwater River. I worked for the Department of Agriculture, United 
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States Forest Service, Clearwater National Forest from 1944 to the suinmer of 
1951 when I resigned to take a job with B. J. Carney & Co. of Orofino, Idaho. 
During my employment with the Forest Service, I spent several winters in the 
forest regions on the Selway and Lochsa drainages and on the North Fork of the 
Clearwater. 

The winter of 1948 and 1949 I was detailed to the State of Idaho Fish and 
Game Department to work on big-game survey since ] had had considerable 
experience in the mountains in the wintertime. As a member of th:ir game 
survey party I worked both in the North Fork of the Clearwater (Bungalow 
ranger station up Weitas Creek and vicinity) and on the Selway River out of 
Moose Creek ranger station. On the Selway we traveled up river to Running 
Creek and down river to Three Links and up Moose Creek to Rhoda Creek Cabin. 
In addition to the above, I have made 2 winter trips up the Lochsa River and 
side drainages besides the fact that I have flown over the drainage of all 3 
rivers in the winter months observing game and range conditions. 

The big game concentrations in the extremely severe winter of 1948 and 1949 
were found as follows: North Fork of the Clearwater River, from about 15 
miles below Bungalow ranger station up river to Kelly Creek ranger station and 
up Weitas Creek practically its entire length. Lochsa River, from the mouth 
of Fish Creek up river to the Clearwater Forest boundary and above, but prin- 
cipally in the vicinity of Lochsa ranger station and up Boulder and Sherman 
Creeks. Selway River, from Three Links up river to Running Creek and up 
Moose Creek to Rhoda Creek Cabin with the heaviest concentrations by far 
located in the Bear Creek and Running Creek stretch of the river. 

On all three of these major drainages the bulk of the elk range, even in the 
most extreme winter conditions, from one-quarter mile to 5 miles away from 
the main rivers. The reasons for this is that they try to stay in all avail- 
able sunlight, which doesn’t prevail in the deep canyons, and to stay where 
browse is most abundant and the most easily attainable. By this last state- 
ment I mean that in the winter months of December, January, February, and 
March they are forced to feed from various types of brush that grows in 
abundance and protrudes above the snow on all burned over slopes and minor 
drainages in winter range areas. 

After seeing maps indicating the location of the two proposed dams of Bruce's 
Eddy and Penny Cliffs and the upriver pool area limits, I am of the firm opinion 
and can state without reservation that there will be no overlapping of pool areas 
and winter range areas of elk and deer. In part the pool areas do not reach 
upstream to even the lower limits of our main elk concentrations. In the winter 
of 1948 and 1949 when we had one of our heaviest snowfalls on record, we 
found that there was no significant migration of elk herds downstream along 
major drainages but a definite tendency to drift down slopes from high elevations 
toward the rivers in the same general area of their normal winter range. This 
results in elk bunching and concentrating in small areas, crowding down still 
further where a lot of animals are ultimately trapped in steep, sharp, draws with 
a criss-cross of down timber. When these conditions exist as they did that vear, 
we have a heavy winter kill as the older animals and the very young become weak 
and cannot maintain the vitality to offset the winter cold and limited supply of 
food. However, we found this condition to be general over our entire elk range 
where planned pool areas of today could have had very little or no effect on the 
situation. In any event the limited number (maybe 3 percent of the entire herd) 
of elk that will be forced down in the vicinity of the upper limits of pool areas 
in another severe winter will benefit in that they will be able to get out on the 
ice of the pools and travel and possibly they can be fed hay to maintain them until 
spring. 

Dated this 22d day of March 1956. 

VERN O. THORNTON, Orofino, Idaho. 

Witness: 

J. R. SEWELL. 
G. G. FRANKLIN. 


OROFINO, IDAHO, March 22, 1956. 
Mr. A. B. CurTIs, 
Chairman, Water Resources Committee, 
Orofino, Idaho. 
Dear Mr. Curtis: I am a director of the Idaho Outdoor Association. Our or- 
ganization is the only established wildlife and sporting organization in this 
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county with an active chapter. Idaho Outdoor Association have another aftiliate 
chapter at Weippe which with our group are solidly behind your program of 
river development. 

We have discussed the activity of individuals and other organizations from 
distant parts who are opposed to your program. It is the consensus of our 
opinion that their expressions are based upon selfish interests and a desire to 
keep recreation, tourist trade and sporting activity from our section of the 
State. 

Never in past years have we enjoyed interests here in our wildlife and fishing 
until word was out on the possibility of dams being built. Now we learn of all 
the disaster that will occur and suddenly these people who are eager to keep 
our economy in the background are talking up and crying destruction. It is 
very plain to us that with dam development we will have industry, flood con 
trol, power development along with good hunting and fishing and that is our 
wishes. 

With all support and best wishes to you and your organization for a speeds 
Clearwater development, 

Yours very truly, 
HAROLD JORDAN, 
Director, ldaho Outdoor Association 
JAMES it. SEWELI 


Witness: 


Eva Hupearp 


Marew 22. 156 
WATER RESOURCES COM MITTER, 
Orofino, Jdaho: 

Reference is made to the Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs water resource devel 
opment on the Clearwater River of Idaho. I previously wrote to the district 
engineer at Walla Walla, Wash., favoring this project and now wish to make 
an additional statement. 

I strongly favor the proposal and desire to make a statement concerning wild 
life organizations who are opposed to the development, 

As recited in my previous correspondence, I own and operate the Frenny’s 
Flying Service in Orofino, Idaho. For the last 7 or 8S years I have done con 
siderable flying for the Idaho State Game Department doing principally survey 
work during the winter season to determine habitat and condition of wildlife 
In 1952 1 was awarded a contract for dropping salt to elk and deer herds in 
this district by the Idaho State Fish and Game Department. In the course of 
fulfilling my contract and doing other flying service for game personnel, I have 
had many opportunities to gain factual information during severe winter 
SeASODEB, 

I would like to state that I have closely observed winter range areas during 
most of these winters and especially during the season of 1948—49 on the North 
Fork of the Clearwater River and the Lochsa and Selway Rivers of the Middle 
Fork of the Clearwater. During most of the severe winters, there has been 
concentration of elk herds in the lower portions of the valley, but these locations 
have been far upstream beyond the reaches of either the Bruces Eddy or Penny 
Cliffs project. On the North Fork of the Clearwater River concentrations of 
elk and deer were observed by myself in the Kelly Creek, Bungalow, Weitas 
Creek, Fourth of July, Isabella, and Snodin Creek regions. Nearest concentra 
tions of elk and deer would be approximately 15 miles above the pool created 
by the Bruce’s Eddy Dam should it be built. It has been my observation that 
considerable elk and deer lost their lives by reason of their inability to compet: 
for feed during periods of heavy snow, and that elk and deer losing their lives 
were principally older animats who had lost their strength and vitality to buck 
the heavy snowfall in those areas. 

(ne of the heaviest losses of elk was in the Snodin Creek region, appro 
mately 30 miles above the Little North Fork of the North Fork of the Clearwater 
River. Heaviest losses to elk had been the result of mother nature’s work to 
reduce the size of the herd. Such reduction retards disease which might other 
Wise wipe out entire herds. Many elk drift down the side hills and get caught 
in bluff or cliff areas from which they do not have the strength to move away. 
Such areas along the river canyon, which is very rough and rocky and par- 
ticularly if there is much down timber, create regular deathtraps for wild- 
life. All of these losses are in areas far upstream above the proposed pools 
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created by the considered dams. On the Lochsa River and Selway area the loca- 
tions of Old Man Creek, Fish Creek, Boulder Creek, and the area above Selway 
Falls have been most noted for elk loss during the winter of 1949. Some loss 
has occurred in the river where the animals tried to cross thin ice or slush ice 
areas. Strong river current has been very damaging, and it is my belief that 
more secure ice on a like would be far less dangerous. 

Generally speaking, I do not feel that either the Penny Cliffs or Bruces Eddy 
Dam construction would affect wildlife adversely to any degree worthy of con- 
struction. I wish to point out that should information reach your office that 
many elk have lost their lives in the downstream areas near the vicinity of the 
proposed pool areas, such information is false and misleading. 

Trusting that vou will give my expression to Members of Congress and the 
United States Senate. 

Yours very truly, 
CHARLES FRENSDORF. 


STATEMENT BY PERD HuGHers, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


So much has been said and written and so many misstatements and unin- 
formed opinions expressed about the flooding effects of the Bruces Eddy Dam 
that I cannot remain silent any longer. My conclusions and opinions are based 
on what I have seen myself. I think some commonsense is needed in asking and 
answering questions about this subject. 

To begin with, for the past 23 years, I have had my home in a cabin on the 
banks of the North Fork River about 47 miles above Bruces Eddy. Until this 
winter, which I am spending in Lewiston, it has been my year-around home. 
My cabin is located at just about the upper end of the area that will be flooded. 
My cabin is about 3 miles above the mouth of the Little North Fork River. Dur- 
ing the years 1939-41 I also lived part of the time at the mouth of Elkberry Creek, 
about 5 miles below the Little North Fork. My observation, therefore, covers the 
area from the Little North Fork to Big Island, a distance of 16 miles and all in 
the proposed flooded area. 

I first established my residence in Idaho at Bovill in 1909. I am 72 years of 
age, having spent the last 47 years in Idaho and in the immediate vicinity of 
the proposed Clearwater River development. 

The area between the Little North Fork and Big Island can best be described 
generally as a steep rocky gorge or canyon. I will say right now that it is not 
good country for game. During winters of heavy snow, game generally drifts into 
lower country in search of food. The little game that reaches this area have 
poor chances of surviving. In this rocky canyon the riffles are swift and slack 
water is frozen over. Game that drifted to the river in search of food are then 
tempted to cross the rifiie still in search of food, usually lose their footing in the 
rifles and were swept under the ice to drown. Rocky canyon sides speeded up 
the drifting and the scarcity of food keeps the game moving. Surely it cannot 
be said that the elimination of this canyon deathtrap by flooding would run 
against commonsense. Below Big Island we begin to run into farmland. Game 
is not wanted by farmers; they are not in the game business. Commonsense 
would again say that flooding this farmland will not be any loss to the game 
of this area. 

I remember that three severe winters of 1932-33, 19357-37, and 1948-49 game 
that remained on the ridges and benches survived. Over 90 percent of the game 
that came into this canyon in search of food died. Would it not be just common- 
sense to eliminate this canyon deathtrap by flooding? Therefore it is my con- 
sidered opinion that the project would be of great benefit to game and wildlife 
of this area. 

Finally, just on application of commonsense to the fishing situation in the 
proposed flooded area, we are told that flooding in the area will result in fewer 
fish. It is difficult for me to follow the thinking that says, less water and you 
have more fish. Lake fishing which would then be possible certainly would be a 
great asset to the people of the State and the community. 

Throughout my years in Idaho I have been closely identified with wildlife 
organizations and particularly the Idaho Outdoor Association with which organ- 
ization I have a lifetime membership. I have been very active in conservation 
circles and always attend the various meetings held in my chapter. I have 
actively participated to the deliberations for the betterment of wildlife and game. 
It is my reserved opinion that this project should be endorsed and it has my 
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hearty approval and it is my opinion that it will not be deterimental to the wild 
life or fish interests of the State of Idaho. I request that you make my testimony 
available to our Congress. 


The following resolution was unanimously passed at the regular spring session 
of the North Idaho Chamber of Commerce. The North Idaho Chamber of 
Commerce covers 11 north Idaho counties of Bonner, Boundary, Kootenai, 
Shoshone, Latah, Benewah, Lewis, Nez Perce, Idaho, Clearwater, and Lemhi 


“RESOLUTION No. 2 


“Whereas the Secretary of the Interior and the President of the United States 
have effectively spelled out the administration’s new policy for partnership de 
velopment of the power resources of the Nation, showing willingness of the Fed 
eral Government to share construction on hydroelectric development wherever 
local agencies or companies shall find feasible projects ; and 

“Whereas investor-owned, taxpaying utilities have asked the Federal Power 
Commission for permission to make intensive investigation of two major projects 
in northern Idaho, with intent to fulfill all the desirable multipurpose phases 
of such construction as projected tentatively by the United States Corps of 
Army Engineers; and 

“Whereas the critical power needs of north Idaho and Washington by 1959 
and 1960 will be drastically beyond the capabilities of exclusive Federal construe 
tion schedules and can only be met with the help of private initiative and enter 
prise; and 

“Whereas the threat of devastating floods continues to annually bring urgency 
to the reservoir construction needs of the Clearwater River drainage basin: 

“Now, therefore, the North Idaho Chamber of Commerce, in conference as 
sembled at Grangeville, Idaho, this Sth day of May 1954, does hereby endorse 
the current efforts of the Pacific Northwest Power Co. to meet the urgent needs 
of its 5 members for power generation in this area by constructing the Bruce's 
Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams, and does hereby urge the Congress to effect 
legislation that will make partnership in such a river development a reality. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas as pointed out in the Army Corps of Engineers 308 Review Report, 
the site of the proposed storage dam on the Clearwater River in Clearwater 
County, Idaho, known as Bruce’s Eddy, is a great natural location for a multi 
purpose hydroelectric dam installation ; and 

Whereas annual flood damage being estimated at an excess of $1 million per 
year on a long-term basis; a reoccurrence of the 1948 flood in the Clearwater Val- 
ley, based on present conditions, would cause an estimated damage of $3 million; 
a flood of standard project magnitude, which is possible of occurrence, would be 
unusually disastrous and would cause an estimated damage of $24 million; and 

Whereas the potentiality for commercial and industrial development in the 
Clearwater Basin cannot be realized until substantial regulation of the flows of 
the Clearwater for the prevention of flood damage is effected ; and 

Whereas hydroelectric power is urgently needed to relieve the power shortage 
in Idaho and in the Pacific Northwest ; and 

Whereas navigation and recreational benefits are important to the Clearwater 
area and to the State of Idaho; and 

Whereas the Bruces Eddy project, as recommended by the Army Corps of En 
gineers, would be a multipurpose project, accomplishing the following, among 
other purposes : 

1. Flood control: Local flood damages in the Clearwater Basin would be re 
duced by approximately $600,000 annually by the Bruces Eddy project alone 
The major flood problems on the Lower Columbia River would be importantly 
benefited by upstream storage as would be provided by this proposed project: 

2. Power: A Bruces Eddy powerplant would have, at site, dependable capacity 
of 244,000 kilowatts. During an assumed economic life of 50 years, the Bruces 
Eddy plant would generate about 1,336 million kilowatt-hours annually, of which 
about 1,179 million kilowatt-hours would be firm energy in the load. In addition, 
storage releases from Bruces Eddy Reservoir would increase the firm energy at 
downstream generating plants by 799 million kilowatt-hours annually. Power 
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benefits credited to the project would amount to $5,693,000 for at-site power ; 
$2,482,000 for incremental firm energy made available at downstream power- 
plants, resulting in a total power benefit of $8,175,000 annually ; 
3. Navigation: The Bruces Eddy project would provide important navigation 
benefits : 
4. Recreation: The miles-long reservoir will provide many and varied recrea- 
tional benefits to the people of the State of Idaho ; and 
Whereas four major private utilities have formed the Pacific Northwest Power 
Co. This company has received a preliminary permit for the Bruces Eddy project. 
Start of immediate construction awaits congressional legislation concerning the 
division of cost for downriver and other noncompensable items between the 
Government and private industry : Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved by the Board of County Commissioners of Clearwater County, State 
of Idaho, That we must respectfully urge upon the Congress of the United States 
of America that Congress expedite such legislation as shall be required to the end 
that construction on the Bruces Eddy Dam project on the Clearwater River in 
Idaho may be commenced at an early date through a cooperative plan for a com- 
bination use of private resources and Federal participation as suggested by the 
partnership proposals of President Eisenhower and his administration: be it 
further 
Resolved, That the Board of County Commissioners of the County of Clear- 
water do hereby give to the building of said dams our earnest support and feel 
that by the establishment thereof it will be a benefit to the entire county of 
Clearwater, the State of Idaho, and the Nation, and that any loss in taxation 
which might be taken out by the building of such dams would be more than 
recompensed by the additional industry and additional tax base which might be 
brought to the county, and therefore we recommend the building of said dams. 
Dated this 9th day of May 1955. 
BoarD OF CoUNTY COMMISSIONERS, 
C. A. Cuppy, Chairman, 
Louis STENZEL, 
CLIFFORD ANDERSON. 


(The complete statement of Mr. Curtis is as follows :) 


My name is A. B. (Bert) Curtis, mayor of Orofino, Idaho, chairman of the 
Orofino Chamber of Commerce water resources committee. I am speaking in 
behalf of numerous civic organizations, local wildlife organizations, sports- 
men and individuals interested in wildlife conservation, and miscellaneous local 
government groups in the Clearwater River area of Idaho. In addition to the 
above I am speaking as a representative of the Clearwater Dams Association and 
asa director of the Inland Empire Waterways Association of Walla Walla, Wasb. 

Since 1918 I have lived and been continuously employed in the region of the 
proposed Clearwater dams development as proposed by the Army Corps of 
Engineers. 

In 1928 I became the chief fire warden of the Clearwater Timber Protective 
Association and State fire warden for the Idaho Department of Forestry. In 
1945 I became chief fire warden of the Potlatch Timber Protective Association 
and State fire warden for the Potlatch Forest Protective District. In this 
capacity I manage the forestry resources of a million acres surrounding the 
proposed Bruces Eddy pool. All of these official positions T still occupy. 

By reason of my intimate knowledge of our resources—water, forestry, and 
wildlife—I feel well qualified to speak upon this development of water resources 
as proposed. 

Our organizations and myself are in full support of all budget recommendation 
as snbmitted by the Burea uof the Budget on Northwest projects and recom- 
mended in the Inland Empire Waterways Association tentative 6-year program. 


FLOOD CONTROL 


The Clearwater River system from the records of 1894, 1933, and 1948 has heen 
the principal flooder of the Snake River system. The flood control provided by 
the Bruces Eddy project with 1,453,000 acre-feet of usable storage and Penny 
Clifts with 2.300.000 acre-feet of usable storage would have major henefits along 
the lower Columbia River. Had they been in existence in 1948 the Vanport dis- 
aster might not have occurred. Due to the rugged topography of the Clear- 
water Basin, the only site for natural resource processing plants that are 
essential to the balancing of our economy are, the limited flood plains areas along 
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the Clearwater River. At present, plans and transportation routes serving them 
are in these areas. All expansion must be in these regions. Periodic floods 
have created such adverse conditions to have prohibited development of our 
resources and ours is now a seriously unbalanced economy, the expansion of 
which is impossible unless essential flood protection is provided. 


WILDLIFE 


There has been comment to the press and statements made before congressional 
committees and governmental agencies that the Clearwater River development 
would eliminate Idaho's elk herd. I desire to report our viewpoint on such 
statements, 

I want to say first that I recognize the interest which sportsmen have in the 
area involved. I might add that I am just as interested in the protection of wild- 
life resources as anyone of these who have expressed opposition to our projects. 
Certainly they have a right to be heard and their arguments given due weight. 

I regret to say that certain critics have perhaps unwittingly become leaders in 
a crusade of economic retrogression. They have become the front of obstruc 
tionists. Their ill-advised remarks are being made without basis of competent 
information and have caused a wave of indignation throughout the Clearwater 
Valley. All local wildlife organizations are in strong support of the Clearwater 
River development. Only nonresident wildlife and conservation groups and 
wilderness societies are opposed. All of the opposition stems from a handful 
of individuals who, apparently for some ulterior motive, desire to keep the 
Clearwater section of Idaho undeveloped even at the expense of economic strife 
to Idaho citizens. I am pleased to present statements from well-informed 
wildlife persons which will completely refute the misleading statements made 
concerning the loss of elk and deer. Our claim that wildlife interests will not 
be seriously affected are based upon the 1948-49 survey of the State of Idaho 
Fish and Game Department and the United States Forest Service both of which 
participated in a very comprehensive survey. The above-mentioned winter 
season was the far worst of record because of the unusual snow depth and 
severe temperatures which caused elk and deer to feed into lower elevations. 
It is well brought out in the joint survey that approximately 95 percent of the 
elk and deer herds are 25 miles or more above the Bruces Eddy pool area as 
proposed in the North Fork drainage area and only a few scattered animals 
are believed to exist near the region of development. On the Middle Fork of 
the Clearwater by far the greater majority of the animals range well above 
the proposed flowage area of the Penny Cliffs project. 

It is noted that the preponderance of objections come from people and 
organizations who are many miles away from Idaho and have merely joined 
au Campaign of opposition at the request of a few. 


NEED FOR LOCAL TAX BASE 


Tax valuation of Clearwater County is about $914 million. The county 
is 52 percent federally owned, and is largely supported by timber resources in 
Federal, State, and private ownership. The area surrounding the pool of 
the proposed Bruce’s Eddy dam is largely privately owned. The timber values 
are being reduced each year by logging operations and within a _ relatively 
short time the county will be facing a crisis in the maintenance of its schools, 
roads, and other community services unless a new broader tax resource can be 
found to help sustain the economy. With Bruce’s Eddy Dam and Reservoir 
being built by the Federal Government to supply downstream fiood-contro! 
benefits, and the power components constructed by a private utility the county 
can face the future with some assurance of future economic self-sufficiency 


PUBLIC RESOURCES CONTRIBUTE LOCALLY 
While timber cut from United States Forest Service lands return 25 percent 
of the gross proceeds to the counties in which the national forests are located, 
the Federal ownership causes a substantial expense in the maintenance of roads, 
school, and community services for the people who are employed in the harvest 
ing of the timber. There are a great many precedents for the program of such 
contribution and the people of Idaho feel in all parts of the State that its water 
resources are entitled to pay a similar share of the cost of operation to the State 
in which they originate. Since the flood-control benefits will be downstream, and 
since most of the power consumption will be in the coastal States to the west, 
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the only permanent benefit to Idaho can come from our reasoning that this run- 
ning water resource be privately developed in order to bear its full share of the 
cost of Idaho State governmental services. 

A construction boom resulting from the influx of workers to build a big power 
and flood-control project will chiefly accentuate our problems in financing our 
county government. Only the permanent benefits of a broadened tax base will 
justify the sharp dislocation the area will suffer during a prolonged construction 
period. Unless such permanent benefit is attained, our local citizens will reap 
only the vacant construction buildings, the unsightly roadside shacks and the 
bonded debt to pay for temporary improvements. The power and the flood- 
control values will flow on down to the big labor markets where industry 
continues to expand. 


IF GOVERNMENT AUTHORIZATION 


Government authorization does not mean immediate construction, and with 
competition from every river basin in the country for Federal funds, any money 
that can be developed from such private investment sources, such as the pro- 
posal of the Northwest Power Co., offers tremendous incentives for making the 
project a reality at an accelerated timetable. We know that the Government 
alone, by itself, is not going to provide the million dollars a day needed to keep 
up with the power demands in the Pacific Northwest region. Tax-paying utili- 
ties that are serving Idaho must grow with the State’s population. Under pres- 
ent all-Federal development, Idaho citizens are regarded as second-class con- 
sumers, not entitled to the same consideration as the public-power beneficiaries 
of our neighboring States. 

I think I speak for most of the people of Idaho when I say we are opposed to 
full Federal authorization of the project including the power facilities, since the 
opportunities for deauthorization to permit private power participation would 
be then yirtually impossible. We are fearful that after authorization, the full 
Federal development would lay dormant, buried like the Ice Harbor project for 
the past 10 or 15 years. 

In 1950 electric utilities taxes in Bonner County were $3,480. The county was 
in dire financial straits with its timber depleted, its schools crowded and its 
teachers poorly paid. Then came the Cabinet Gorge development by the Wash- 
ington Water Power. After a $40 million expenditure the utilities taxes paid in 
1955 jumped to $413,640 and the county valuation was boosted 641% percent from 
$12 to $19 million. Every teacher in the county got a $1,100 salary increase. 

These are the reasons why the people of Idaho insist on a local share in the 
development of their water resources. 


MAX YOST 


Max Yost, executive director, Associated Taxpayers of Idaho, has stated, 
“Idaho will need nearly $200 million of new assessed value, new wealth, in the 
next 7 to 10 years in order to maintain the existing level of education. This 
is due largely to the increase in school-age population and increase in educa- 
tional costs over which local administrators have no control. 

“Idaho needs the full tax revenue from every development of the natural 
resource in Idaho and it should rightfully receive it from those who participate 
in the development and those who pay for the product in proportion to their use 
of the product. 

“To cite only one example, we have here in Idaho an average county where along 
with other economic developments, agriculture, main-street business, and some 
small industrial development, there is private hydroelectric development as well 
as some large industrial development plants. The large industrial development 
was located there for many reasons but principally there because it was near the 
source of the raw materials and the availability of rail and power and because 
the tax rate in that county is attractively low. 

“The large industry in that county pays $85,649 in property taxes while the 
power company which furnishes the power for the industry and helps make a 
healthy and attractive tax picture pays $120,056 in property taxes. 

“The foregoing example considers only property tax. There are other types 
of tax paid by the power utilit# to the benefit of State and local levels of gov- 
ernment in Idaho. You may be interested to know that the power utilities 
pay approximately 10 percent of the property taxes in Idaho. Of course, that 
percentage is statewide. In several counties the percentage would be much 
greater. 
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“Idaho needs not only the additional tax base that increased industry will 
furnish, but it needs the taxes available and payable from the development of 
its waterpower, along with its other natural resources.” 


WICKBERG 


State Legislator Ralph Wickberg of Kellogg, Idaho, chairman of the committee 
on revenue and taxation for the 1955 session, has stated as follows: 

“The 3 largest electrical utilities that operate in Idaho last year paid a total 
of $3,708,000 in property taxes based on an assessed valuation of $62,087,608. 
Most of this was paid to local units of governments such as schoo! districts, 
cities, and counties. These units of governments subsist mainly on the ad 
valorem tax for revenue in the State of Idaho.” 

Mr. Wickberg has further stated: 

“These same companies will pay an estimate of $325,000 in corporation income 
taxes to the State of Idaho for the year of 1955.” 

In another statement Mr. Wickberg says: 

“In 1921 Idaho had 425,000 pepulation with an assessed valuation of $502 
jiillion or an average of $1,181 of assessed valuation per person. In 1954 we 
had a population of 600,000 with an assessed valuation of $581 million or S968 
of assessed valuation per person. The proportion of electrical utility valuation 
to total valuation of 1954 is 10.7 percent which shows that private electric 
utilities furnish an important part of Idaho's income to educate our children 
and give sorely needed financial assistance to our aged and needy citizens.” 

These figures show conclusively that we need to broaden our tax base. 


LOCAL PARTICIPATION IS FEASIBLE 


In a letter dated June 1, 1955, from Secretary of the Army Robert T. Stevens 
addressed to Hon. Dennis Chavez, chairman, Committee on Public Works, United 
States Senate, Washington, D. C., which was written concerning local utility 
participation for the electrical generation on Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs, 
Secretary of the Army Stevens in part stated: “In view of the fact that a large 
proportion of the benefits of the projects consist of flood-control benetits and 
of benefits to downstream Federal dams, the Chief of Engineers considers that 
construction of either project as a whole is unlikely to be financially profitable 
for any licensee unless some form of Federal financial participation is author- 
ized. 

“A partnership arrangement, under which the Federal Government would 
build the dam and non-Federal interests the power facilities, could be developed 
so as to conform generally to the previously proposed partnership plans. This 
would be accomplished by legislation essentially similar to H. R. 4662 for the 
Cougar and Green Peter projects. Under this arrangement the participating 
company would finance the entire cost of the project allocated to production of 
power at site. There is one basic difference between the Cougar and Green 
eter projects and the Clearwater Basin projects now under consideration. The 
operation of the latter must be coordinated closely with downstream plants in 
order to obtain the maximum advantage for the region as a whole, in view of the 
very large downstream power benefits which can be obtained. This relationship 
requires a suballocation of allocated power costs for the Bruces Eddy project 
between at-site power and Federal downstream power. Although the methods 
for making this type of allocation are not established, this difficulty can be over 
come. Operational arrangements will be required through which the operation 
of this project will be coordinated with other dams and reservoirs in the interest 
of the region as a whole. 

“It is believed that the projects as recommended by the Chief of Engineers 
should be authorized at an early date. It is recommended that this be accom- 
plished by means of a partnership arrangement, preferably one similar in prin 
ciple to H. R. 4662, as outlined in the preceding paragraph.” 

We endorse construction funds for McNary, Chief Joseph, the Dalles, Ice 
Harbor, Hills Creek, and Cougar Dams and planning funds for Green Peter and 
John Day. 

We are particularly concerned with the Ice Harbor project and ask your very 
earnest consideration of increasing the recommended $5 million to $8 million as 
requested by the Inland Waterways Association. It is our understanding that 
the appropriation of $8 million will definitely provide for a work schedule to 
bring the much needed power on line in December of 1961. 
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A BILL To provide for the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Bruces Eddy 
project on the North Fork of Clearwater River, Idaho, with participation for power by a 
licensee under the Federal Power Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
oj America in Congress assembled, That the construction of the Bruces Eddy 
project on the North Fork of Clearwater River, Idaho, for flood control, naviga- 
tion, power, and other purposes, is hereby authorized as a part of the com- 
prehensive plan for the Columbia Basin substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers contained in his report on the Snake 
River and tributaries dated April 25, 1955: Provided, That the power generating 
facilities and appurtenances may be provided by a licensee in accordance with 
the terms of the Federal Power Act and in accordance with this Act. 

Sec. 2. The Bruces Eddy Dam and Reservoir shall be constructed, operated, 
and maintained by the Corps of Engineers to obtain the maximum benefits for 
flood control, navigation, power, and other purposes in conjunction with other 
projects in the Columbia River Basin, substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in his said report dated April 25, 
1955. Said dam and reservoir shall be and remain the property of the United 
States. 

Sec. 3. The power generating facilities and appurtenances of the Bruces Eddy 
project may be constructed by the licensee hereunder, or such facilities may be 
constructed by the Corps of Engineers as agents for the licensee with funds 
advanced therefor by such licensee. Construction pursuant to this section shall 
be in accord with the provisions of a license to be issued by the Federal Power 
Commission in accordance with the Federal Power Act and this Act. The 
licensee shall own, operate, and maintain the power generating facilities and 
appurtenances at its own cost and expense subject to the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 4. The Licensee shali pay to the United States anually a fee for the 
utilization of water releases from the reservoir, operated as provided in Section 
2 of this Act, and used for the generation of power at site. This fee shall be 
established by the Federal Power Commission upon the recommendation of the 
Chief of Engineers and shall be such as to provide for : 

(a) The return to the United States during period of the license of the 
proportionate share of the cost of construction of the Bruces Eddy Dam and 
Reservoir aS may be appropriately allocated to power development at the 
Bruces Eddy site (and having taken account of allocations to power benefits 
downstream of the Bruces Eddy site) ; 

(b) The payment of interest on the costs allocated as provided in sub- 
section (a) above, interest rate to be equivalent to the average interest rate 
for long term securities of the United States issued by the United States 
during the period of construction of the Bruces Eddy Dam: 

(¢) Such proportionate share of the cost of operation and maintenance 
of Bruces Eddy Dam and Reservoir as may be appropriately allocated to 
power development at the Bruces Eddy site (and having taken into account 
allocations to power benefits downstream of the Bruces Eddy site). 

The allocation provided for in this section shall be made by such method as 
may be mutually agreed upon by the licensee and the Secretary of the Army and 
approved by the Federal Power Commission: Provided, That said allocation 
shall be adjusted from time to time, and not less than once in every five years, 
as changed conditions in the Columbia River Basin affect the relationship as 
between at-site and downstream hydrolectric power benefits obtained from the 
Bruces Eddy Dam and Reservoir or affect the plan of operation of said dam 
and reservoir. 

Sec. 5. The Chief of Engineers, under the direction of the Secretary of the 
Army, is authorized to enter into an agreement with the licensee providing for 
the operation of the Bruces Eddy project, insofar as such operation affects the 
production of power, so as to secure the maximum multiple benefits from the 
operation of the project as set out in section 2 of this Act, for any advancement of 
funds by the licensee, and for other matters incident to the construction, opera- 
tion, and maintenance of said project, in accordance with the provisions of this 
Act. Such agreement shall be for such period as may be consistent with the terms 
of the license issued by the Federal Power Commission, and any renewals or 
extensions thereof, and may be amended from time to time by mutual agreement. 

Sec. 6. It is the policy of the Congress that once construction is started, utilizing 
funds provided by the licensee, the project shall be carried to completion in an 
expeditious and economical manner. 
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Sec. 7. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necesSury to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 8. If no application for a license to construct the power facilities at the 
Bruces Eddy project is filed with the Federal Power Commission within two years 
from the date of approval of this Act, or within one year after the completion of 
the engineering planning of the project as determined by the Chief of Engineers, 
or if such application for a license is denied, or if construction is not commenced 
and carried out within such reasonable period of time as may be fixed by the 
Federal Power Commission, the entire Bruces Eddy project, including power 
generating facilities and appurtenances, shall be constructed ,operated, and 
maintained by the Chief of Engineers under the supervision of the Secretary of 
the Army substantially in accordance = the recommendations of the Chief of 
Engineers in his said report dated April 25, 1955, without regard to the provisions 
of this Act relating to participation by a te ensee, 


Mr. Curtis. I thank you for your courtesy. 
STATEMENT OF H. G. WES 


Mr. West. We are expecting Mr. Norman L. Krey. He is flying in 
today and we just hope he will get here. 

We sincerely appreciate this opportunity of again discussing the 
bill and our problems of the Pacific Northwest. Just for the record, 
I had better give you my name. 

I am Herbert G. West, executive vice president of Inland Empire 
Waterways Association, Walla Walla, Wash. 

Just supplementing Mr. Baker’s statement a moment, included also 
are the people, active financial supporters, and members of our asso- 
ciation, private utilities, public utilities, and municipal utilities of the 
Northwest. 

For the purpose of saving time, I will not enumerate all of the proj- 
ects that are included into the budget this year. Of those projects 
mentioned in the budget for Pacific ‘Northwest were construction and 
maintenance and planning, and that we wholeheartedly endorse and 
support the entire program. 

I want to first explain to you on our exhibit 1 which is contained i 
the folder and whic - is the tentative 6-year program which appears 
on page 12. That is a program we have suggested from fiscal 1957 to 
and through 1962. "Watiog that includes the projects now under con 
struction and those that were added last year, Hills and Cougar, Green 
Peter and John Day, for planning and construction. 

We feel that this program of approximately $112 million a year, 
projected over, is a very minimum program. We also know that two 
things definitely in the Northwest we are constantly faced with are 
power shortage and we know that we are going to have the threat 
of floods this year. The only unanswered question is to be how great 
are floods going to be, and this is entirely dependent upon how the 
snow comes off. This program will not meet the power needs of the 
Northwest. We estimate by reliable studies that we will need in the 
neighborhood of in excess of some $300 million a year to keep even 
on the program. The program we have here, as suggested from an 
ve ppropriation standpoint, is one-third of the 1 required amount, leaving 
the other two-thirds, or approximately some $200 million a year, on 
a cooperative basis of public utilities, of municipalities, of private 
utilities. Our share of this program, we feel very definitely from the 
Federal viewpoint, is the main stem, the control programs that will 
give us the multiple purposes of power, of navigation, of flood con- 
trol, and irrigation and reclamation. We can’t underestimate that 
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viewpoint because the need is not many years away. It is with us 
completely today. 

On exhibit No. 2 I wanted to touch the question, as I have appeared 
before you in the past. A question of fish has come into all of our 
rn on the Columbia’ River and, likewise, on the Snake River. 

call to your attention this exhibit No. 2 which is a collection of 
articles in our various papers throughout the Pacific Northwest. If 
you will notice the datelines they are all in 1956, not old items. You 
will find that there are many factors in this fish problem. 

The first one on here of high waters, “High Waters in Oregon Deal 
Severe Blow to Commercial Fishermen.” There is a report from 
the Oregon Fish Commission of gravel bars, spotting bars being 
washed out. The question of our sports derbies out there—for the 
first time, the fish commission of both States are asking for the elim- 
ination of all the fish derbies so that we can conserve that part of it. 
You will find constant curtailment of fishing seasons, curtailment of 
offshore trolling, all of those which are contributing factors to the 
Columbia River Fisheries Resources, 

You have made available considerable funds in a lower Columbia 
River fish sanctuary program, as well as a research and engineering 
program, Qn item 3 we list down here the construction costs on the 
various projects already completed and those projected of what fish 
facilities will cost in those projects. 

It is interesting to note that in the McNary project some $26 million 
tor fish facilities and $22 million for navigation facilities. You will 
also note that the engineering group that is working with the north 
Pacific Division engineers of the Corps, consists of all the State’s 
fish and game commissions, as well as the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

On the second page of that, you will find the different problems 
that they have already alloc ated money for and the research and 
engineering problems underway. The first table of upstream adult 
migration of some 6 or 7 projects listed with United States Fish and 
W ildlife, are universities and colleges out there, as well as the State 
Department. 

On table No. 4 under the question of downstream singeling migra- 
tion, you will find this cooperative spirit of these people that are 
actually getting into the problem. I think we are making for the 
first time considerable headway of showing a cooperative phase of 
this. 

Again on news headlines, I call to your attention on exhibit 4 two 
headlines that recently appeared : “1955 Fish Count Up From 1954” 
und “Fewer Chinook Cross McNary.” 

Both headlines are misleading. They both carry the same story 
but the problem actually relates there that in the ‘neighborhood of 
about 172,000 chinook salmon passed the Bonneville Dam. We lost 
148,000 of that 172,000 over the McNary Dam. Now, we naturally 
want to find out why we lost them and where they went. 

Exhibit No. 5 gives you a letter from the State of Washington Di- 
rector of the Department of Fisheries, wherein he states that 70 per- 
cent of the fish that did not reach McNary Dam were caught by the 
Indians at Celilo Falls. Of course, that is over as of last year. There 
will no longer be any fishing by the Indians at Celilo Falls. That is 
all through. 
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Mr. Magnuson. On that fishing question—that fishing site will be 
flooded out by the Dalles Dam ? 

Mr. Wesr. Yes. That will be out completely. Your appropriation 
of $20 million thereabouts to the various tribes are involved to buy 
up their tribal fishing rights. 

The next larger percentage of the fish that didn’t get across McNary 
Dam were taken by, as sts ated in the letter here, commercial fis hing 
in the Bonneville pool. 

That question we have urged for a number of years that comme 
cial fishing be prohibited in the Bonneville pool. Frankly, pos 
men, what “happened there is that they employed helic ‘opters ‘and other 
means of spotting schools of fish as they were in that pool. ‘Then 
commercial fishermen with trucks and trailers would bring boats up 
from Astoria and the coast and then come up and fish on these schools. 
Consequently, both the Oregon and the Washington Fish Depart- 
ments, upon the completion of the Dalles Dam are prohibiting com 
mercial fishing in the Bonneville pool. ‘This leaves you a very small 
percentage, or about 15,000 fish that came over Bonneville Dam that 
did not come over MeNary Dam. As stated in this department letter, 
that went into the tributary streams in the reach of the river from 
Bonneville Dam to the McNary project. 

We are finding out there are many inroads of civilization. There 
is pollution, floods, and things of that sort, up in the headwaters that 
have created a serious problem. No one with good conscience can 
come before you and state that they have not solved this question 
of migration of adults upstream. They have. You have heard that 
they have never come before a dam as high as Ice Harbor. Ice Harbor 
is 2 feet higher than the McNary Dam. The question that everyone 
is concentrating on is the singeling downstream plan. But they have 
found now by the use of the different types of turbines, those ‘blades 
moving slowly instead of chopping is helping that particular prob- 
lem materially. The experience that they have had to date has been 
so good that those figures have not been released as yet. They want 
to study the question just a little bit further. 

I believe it all adds up to the point that the last 2 years has shown 
that there actually exists a cooperative effort and, to date, the engi- 
neering and research firmly demonstrates that the fishery resource can 
live with the main stream Columbia River multaple- purpose dams. 

Now, I refer you to exhibits 6 and 7 which we are very proud of. 
Exhibit 6 is a detailed statement issued by Dr. I Seat, Administrator 
of the Bonneville Power Administration of the status of the retain- 
ment of our power system out there. Very briefly, I have summarized 
it on exhibit 7. We have had a gross capital investment of $1,170 
million since June 30, 1955. The amount we paid has been $192 mil- 
lion. Then a breakdown there of the percentage that these projects 
have amortized as of June 30. You will notice the Bonneville Dam 
3814 percent approximately. The Columbia Basin project is 2614 
percent. Going on down, even the McNary Dam as of today, is 3.41 
percent. Then - you have the Detroit-Big Cliff project and the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration and Lookout Point and Dexter Dams and 
overall of funds allocated to June 30, 1955, of 17.11 percent. 

In addition, if you will go down that statement, you will find for 
the payment of operation and maintenance of $96 million, a repayment 
of interest at 3 percent on that investment, which is one of the best in- 
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vestments that the United States Government has, and will return at 3 
percent of paid interest of $101 million. For a total that has been re- 
turned, not fictitiously or paperwise, but dollarwise to the United 
States Treasury of $390 million. We believe this is - extremely 
high-grade investment of public funds in that area. I drew your 
conclusions to this—we are operating on a 50-year amortized program. 
At the end of 50 years of these projects, thinking of what Bonneville 
and Grand Coulee are today, we are getting power revenues in the 
neighborhood of $65 million or $75 million. That will increase as 
these projects come on, year in and year out, with the projects we 
have underway at the present time, of Chief Joe, of the Dalles. The 
others there will give us revenues in excess of $100 million. These 
dams are not going to wear out in a 50-year period. Consequently, 
we only have the operation and maintenance. Then those funds con- 
tinue to come back to the United States Treasury. 

I believe firmly every dollar that is appropriated by the Congress 
of the United States for our multiple-purpose program out there will 
be returned, not only with the 8 percent interest, but the entire capital 
investment will be returned. That i is why the hard-boiled bankers, the 
private — group, our business people, industry and all, have for 
the past 25 years enthusistically supported this program as a good 
investme nt of public moneys. 

Mr. Magnuson. I think it would be appropriate to have exhibits 
6 and 7, showing the status of repayment, included in the record. 

Mr. West. Our exhibit No. 8 is a very interesting exhibit. Natu- 
rally, under all of these authorizations of projects, the public is charged 
with providing public facilities, so that we know that we are going to 
use in a common-carrier system the moneys that you have appro- 
priated for navigation improvement. 

This map shows you from the mouth of the Columbia River to the 
confluence of the Snake River with the 21 Columbia port districts that 
are in operation today. They involve an area of some 10,000 square 
miles. They involve approximately 114 billion of dollars in assessed 
valuation. “The public facilities that are there. The State of Idaho 
has an enabling act today, which, when we go on with the program, 
allows Idaho to come in. As we go up the river, you know there is a 
dam authorized at Priest Rapids, and several on the Snake River 
which will allow navigation to Lewiston and public facilities there. 
1 believe the people in the Pacific Northwest are taking seriously, 
earnestly, their obligation to match their own local tax ‘funds with 
the Federal funds to make certain that this program does not benefit 
different or individual groups or individual citizens, but rather to 
provide common-carrier service, both powerwise and navigationwise. 

Now, exhibit No. 9 goes into further detail with reference to some 
of these figures that I have quoted as to the assessed valuation and 
all. 

Now, I would like to discuss with you very briefly the budget recom- 
mendation which today is $5 million for Ice Harbor Dam. We are 
asking an increase of that amount to $8 million. $8 million for this 
reason, that in talking with the contractors that have had the bid on 
this first cofferdam their work will be completed by January of 1957. 
The $5 million will be spent. Therefore, from January 1957, to fiseal 
year 1958, no work can go on behind that cofferdam. With $8 million 
or $3 million additional, work can proceed and can keep the orderly 
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‘onstruction schedule for power on the line for December 1961. Now, 
f we only appropriate the $5 million, if we are going to keep that 
construction schedule of 1961, it means additional appropriations, and 
1958 fiscal, 1959 fiseal. It demands an expedited construction pro- 
cram. You gentlemen have all been involved in that as we have. 
Weather, material situations, a few other things come in ul we find 
we are wasting money that we could have spent a few dollars in an 
orderly program and have to spend additional funds. It is estimated 
that this $8 million that we are asking in addition to this appropri 
ation will save over the expedited program of some 87 million. On 
that detail, I am sure, we are happy this year that the departments 
are following us on the public witnesses so that you can get the detailed 
information from the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Magnuson. Do you understand that the Corps of Engineers 
agrees that $8 million could be economically employed in fiseal 1957 ? 

Mr. West. Yes; very definitely so. They prepared all of this. We 
have gone into that carefully with the Corps of Engineers, as well as 
with the contractors and all ‘and, of course, the detail you will have to 
get from the corps who will back it up. But the statement we are 
making here, the $8 million, will definitely be supported upon interro- 
gation of the committee. 

Now, one other item that we want to discuss, is the John Day plan- 
ning. We are recommending that a total of $2 million be spent for 
planning on John Day, and it is our understanding that $2 million 
can be efficiently and also economically expended. What it means is 
this. Whether John Day is built as an all-Federal project, whether 
it is built as a partnership project, is beside the point entirely. We 
cannot build that project anyway, until the planning and designing 
and survey work is out of the way. What it means by the use of $2 
million in place of the 8500 million this year is that at the end of fiscal 
19)s) if we have got a project ready for construction, ready to go on. 
It is just merely delaying that inevitable time when you can get to it. 
We believe that funds of that kind definitely have demonstrated to 
members of this committee that it is money well spent, money saved in 
the long run. So we suggest the added appropriation for the John 
Day planning. It is another item of saving. 

It will cost X number of dollars to relocate the railroads on the 
Ice Harbor pool, due to the terrain out there, and due to the same 
railroad lines being interconnected. We are advised that upward 
of some $7 million could be saved if this committee would authorize 
the Corps of Engineers to relocate the railroads in conjunction with 
the Ice Harbor Dam at the same time as the proposed relocation that 
will come when a lower monumental project is underway. Now in that, 
it is a fiseal problem that comes in. Again, a question of upward of 
7 million. Gentlemen, that is important to us and to vou. From our 
standpoint, it is important in that what we are facing is the high 
cost of power rate in the future. You look at these savings or this 
fiscal picture of repayments and you will find that our $17.50 rate 
established in Grand Coulee and Bonneville power was a high rate. 
We could have amortized those projects on a $14 rate. That is why 
they are so far up ahead. Besides, our heavy industry uses the elec 
trical power, so 2s we come into the charge-off on these new costs, and 
running upward of 87 to 90 percent of the costs allocated to power 
repayments, every dollar that we can save in sound, good business 
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practices, means that we are holding that power down, having to pay 
less interest, and less capital investment. 

50 it has been another very welcome opportunity for me to renew 
our witnesses and come before the committee again. We feel that our 
program out there has shown that we have accepted all responsibilities 
that this committee and the Congress has imposed upon us and that we 
will continue to discharge our obligation there in cooperation with the 
committee. 

1 would like to introduce for the record, if I might, Mr. Chairman, 
a number of original letters addressed to the committee from cham- 
bers of commerce, grain grower units, port districts, farm organiza- 
tions, such as the grange and other people of that kind, that are wholly 
in support of the program and the testimony that we have today 
presented. 

Mr. Magnuson. These letters will be received for the record. 

(Mr. West’s complete statements, the exhibits and letters mentioned 
ure as follows :) 


My name is Herbert G. West, executive vice president of the Inland Empire 
Waterways Associations, the main offices and headquarters of which are located 
in Waila Walla, Wash. Ours is an organization composed of farmers, farm 
cooperatives, businessmen, industry, chambers of commerce, public and private 
power organizations, labor groups, port districts, and county and city govern- 
ments, embracing a membership of approximately 100,000 people representative 
of all the territory in Oregon, Washington, and northern Idaho, contiguous to the 
Columbia and Snake Rivers, 

It has been my privilege to appear before Snbeommittees on Public Works 
Appropriations of the House of Representatives during the past 22 years, calling 
to the attention of the committee the need for expanded development in the 
Columbia River system to take care of the impact of growing population and 
of our national security. Members of this committee are well acquainted with 
the program in the Columbia River system and I am certain have reached the 
same conclusions as the people in the Northwest—that a comprehensive plan 
for the development as proposed and outlined in the 308 review report is vitally 
necessary and the only type of development that is economically sound, because 
each dam in the system under that report is related to the others and maximum 
usage depends on tie-ins of al 

The question of who builds the dams is relatively unimportant if the concept 
of maximum comprehensive development and the need of producing power at the 
lowest possible cost with the extension of navigation, irrigation and reclama- 
tion, and flood control are kept in mind. 

Our association fully supports the Bureau of the Budget recommendations per- 
taining to the civil functions of the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, as an 
absolute minimum for the Columbia and Snake River system in the Pacific North- 
west. Those projects and programs are specifically listed as contained in the 
budget as follows: 


Requested 
amounts 
Gayetenr tion, general: Lower Columbia River fish sanctuary program 
(U. RU Be INO eivininicte candace amma amen $1, 400, 000 
Guuedtion and maintenance, general: Lower Columbia River fish 
sanctuary program (U.S. Fish and Wildlife) ~~--.--_----_ Jee he Oe 
Construction, general : 
Oregon : 
Columbia River at mouth, Oregon and Washington_____-___ 1, 300, 000 
a gaa nies heh aad co peak cee tga Sera ab 439, 000 
Ene Rn AR SOAT 250k eee eon 1, 300, 000 
I’lood-control projects : 
Oregon: 
a cel 100, 000 
PNR UN i hn pad Gin Kees es Shin eee oes marae 100, 000 
Willamette River bank protection___--....--__-----___---- 800, 000 


Washington: Eagle Gorge Reservoir 
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Multiple-purpose projects: Requested 
Oregon: amounte 
SD SOUOPWOER sna. einicemnndibumes oe oo _.. $1, 500, 000 
SE eI SI 5 gio oko cece ade bacnedlatetinesaila aiechaaas 2, 000, 000 
McNary lock and dam, Oregon and Washington________-_- . 6,000, 000 
The Dalles Dam, Oreg. and Wash__-_-------- ee 
Washington: 
Chief Joseph Dam_____- i a I _-. 12,500, 000 
Tl TRU RN MOE, I cite is ahahia ad quitpldhingipassaieepnannioned 5, 000, 000 


Advance engineering and design, navigation projects: 
Oregon: Columbia River between Chinook and head of Sand 


BCR Onn SC de ciieeneebmane pert 13, 000 
Advance engineering and design, flood-control projects: 
Sh Sill i li TS ERE Se AS rene rr a eee 45, 000 


Advance engineering and design, multiple-purpose projects : 
Oregon: 
a he aaa es 100, 000 
00 DAY Dein. Crem. Se WOM. 6k cnn ceca 3 500, 000 


Our association, over the years, has supported appropriations for the lower 
Columbia fish sanctuary program and, likewise, appropriations for a fisheries 
engineering research program. At our last annual meeting, these two items 
were covered under Resolution No. 11 and Resolution No. 12 appearing on 
page 8 of the printed resolutions included herewith (exhibit 1). 

Over the years, we have called the attention of the members of this com- 
mittee to the fact that there are many contributing factors to the Columbia 
River fishery resource. There is included herewith an exhibit displaying repre- 
sentative newspaper articles which have appeared all over the Pacific Northwest, 
pointing out the various effects of high waters in washing out spawning bars, 
the need of more regular closure periods, the stepping up of the research pro 
gram, the control of year-round fishing, the need of eliminating sport derbies 
as a means of conservation, and of the drastic effects of deep-sea trolling (ex 
hibit I1). 

We are most happy to note the ever-increasing spirit of cooperation under 
the leadership of the Corps of Army Engineers in securing a better understand- 
ing and an unemotional approach to the solution of the fish problem. This 
attitude has been prevalent over the years, running through the membership 
of our association and the Corps of Engineers. We are very pleased over this 
record and the results this program is achieving. 

There is also included with this statement a series of tables (exhibit III), 
as follows: 

Table 1. The fish facilities at large Corps of Engineers projects and their 
construction cost. It is interesting to note that the navigation facilities at 
McNary lock and dam cost $22 million while the cost of the fish facilities was 
$26 million. The navigation locks at the Dalles Dam are estimated to cost some 
$17 million and the fish facilities $25 million. 

Table 2. The Corps of Engineers research program organization. It will be 
noted that all of the State agencies of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho, as well 
as United States Fish and Wildlife, are members of this group. 

Table 3. The upstream (adult) migration, showing the items that are under 
study. 

Table 4. Downstream (fingerling) migration, showing the projects which are 
likewise under study. 

Headlines are often misleading and I am enclosing herewith an illustration 
(exhibit IV). One headline reads, “1955 Fish Count Up From 1954." The 
other headline reads, “Fewer Chinook Cross McNary.” Depending entirely 
upon what one wants to believe, he reacts favorably or unfavorably to either 
one of these stories. 

Also included herewith is a letter from the department of fisheries, State of 
Washington, which explains the actual problem (exhibit V). The commercial 
fishing on Bonneville Pool will be terminated upon the completion of the Dalles 
project. Of course, the Indian fishing at Celilo Falls will be terminated this 
year. Thus, these additional salmon will have a much better opportunity to 
reach the spawning grounds in the future. 

The work at the mouth of the Columbia River involving dredging and deepen 
ing of the channel to a project depth of 48 feet was initiated in the budget for 
fiscal year 1956. The conditions that existed at the time of authorization of 
this project and at the time first money was made available are no less critical, 
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In fact, they are becoming increasingly more important because of the growing 
tonnage of traffic on the Columbia River system. We, therefore, urge that the 
$1,300,000 as recommended by the Bureau of Budget be the absolute minimum 
to be appropriated for this work. 

The membership of our organization, representing as it does a cross section 
of our political and economic life in the Pacific Northwest, shares with members 
of this committee the desire to keep our national budget within reasonable 
bounds commensurate with our overall national needs. Further, we desire to 
secure the best results for the tax dollar loaned or expended. In keeping with 
this criterion, a 6-year tentative program of minimum expenditures was pro- 
jected and unanimously approved by our 22d annual convention. This program 
is contained on pages 11 through 14 in our printed pamphlet of resolutions 
included with this statement (exhibit I). It will be noted that appropriations 
ure projected from fiscal year 1957 through fiscal year 1962. 

The average annual appropriation over the 6-year period would be $112 million. 
This program and this money will be implemented considerably by construction 
of projects by the private power companies, public power groups, and municipal 
power agencies to meet the power needs of the Pacific Northwest and flood 
control., and extension of navigation. This represents a conservative program 
dollarwise and a sound program economicwise. 

It will be noted that we recommend an increase for this fiscal year over the 
budget estimates for Ice Harbor lock and dam and John Day Dam. 

The Ice Harbor lock and dam budget estimate is $5 million for fiscal year 
1957. This appropriation is both uneconomical and unrealistic. The first step 
cofferdam will be completed in January of fiscal year 1957 and no funds will 
he available for full prosecution of work within the cofferdam after its eomple- 
tion. In consideration of the scope of the project and the limited working area, 
the $5 million figure would necessitate an expended schedule for fiscal years 
1958 and 1959, calling for appropriations of $15 million and $36 million respec- 
tively, or a total of $51 million. There are many unknowns in an expedited 
program, however, including the materials situation. More often than not, 
the contractor is unable to meet an expedited schedule and falls behind to a 
point where completion would be delayed 1 year. This would be disastrous 
to the Pacific Northwest as well as creating unnecessary cost to the project and 
additional costs of indeterminate amount resulting from expediting the work. 

We, therefore recommend and urge the appropriation of $8 million in fiscal 
year 1957 for the Ice Harbor project. This amount would allow full prosecution 
of work inside the first step cofferdam a minimum of 4 months earlier than 
would be possible under the recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget, 
thereby providing this additional time for a more balanced and economical 
south-shore construction schedule. The additional work which could be accotn- 
plished with the $8 million, as compared to the $5 million program, would include 
approximately $2,700,000 for excavation and concrete work on the south-shore 
structures and $300,000 for initiation of railway relocations. 

With the $8 million program, the following fiscal year appropriations would be 
necessary : 1958, $25 million, and 1959, $22 million. The advantage would he a 
saving of a minimum of $4 million in appropriations during the next 2 fiscal 
vears and assurance of power on the line by December 1961. Thus, the $5 million 
recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget would entail an additional cost 
of about $4 million and delay bringing power on the line approximately 1 year. 

It is our understanding that another substantial saving can be accomplished 
as a result of studies initiated by the railway companies having facilities along 
the Snake River and by the Walla Walla district of the Corps of Engineers in 
connection with relocation of the rail facilities as the result of construction of 
dams on the lower Snake River. The studies concern the feasibility of joint 
relocation and operation in lieu of separate relocations and separate operations 
ahove pool levels. 

It is our understanding the cost of separate relocations of the three railroads 
affected would be a total of $35,420,000, while the plan for joint relocation, in 
connection with Ice Harbor Pool and the lower Monumental Pool, would cost 
approximately $32 million, or a minimum saving on the total cost of $3,420,000. 
It is also our understanding that this latter saving is a very conservative esti- 
mate and that further studies will, in all probability, result in increased savings. 
We would recommend to the members of the Committee that this matter be 
discussed more fully with representatives of the Corps of Engineers: for, as 
previously stated, we are interested in obtaining the greatest value possible for 
tax dollars expended. 
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In fiscal year 1956, $500,000 was made available for planning in connection 
vith the John Day lock and dam on the Columbia River, Oreg., and Wash. The 
1957 fiscal budget recommendation was also for $500,000. We respectfully sug 
vest that this item be increased to $2 million, which would permit completion of 
ohn Day planning during fiscal year 1957. John Day lock and dam is ver) 
important to the overall Columbia-Snake River development program. It will 
produce between 1,190,000 and 2 million kilowatts of power and will complete 
the slack-water navigation program from the mouth of the Columbia River to 
the confluence of the Snake River. It will complete necessary facilities for 
oceangoing barging from the mouth of the Columbia River to the heart of the 
uland empire. This project also will provide 500,000 acre-feet of storage which 
is urgently needed. This increased appropriation, for $2 million likewise, will 
provide substantial savings in capital expenditures, interest, and time. Your 
ery urgent consideration of this item is respectfully requested. 

Our association has repeatedly commented on the quality of the investment 
of public funds in the Pacific Northwest water-resource development program 
In the 1955 Bonneville Administration report there is a table entitled, “Columbia 
River Power System—Status of Repayment of Federal Investment Allocated to 
Power as of June 30, 1955." The full exhibit is included herewith for your con 
venience and perusal (exhibit VI). Likewise, there is included a condensed 
exhibit prepared by this asseciation, giving the highlights of the official Bonne 
ville report (exhibit VIT). 

The gross capital investment as of June 30, 1955, allocated to power is $1,170, 
$43,000 and the amount repaid, $192,188,000. The percent repaid, including 
projects just recently completed such as Lookout Point and Dexter Dams, which 
have repaid 0.99 percent, ranges up to 38.44 percent repaid by Bonneville Dam, 
26.54 percent by the Columbia Basin project, and 24.75 percent by the Bonneville 
Power Administration, for an overall average repayment to date of 17.11 percent. 
rhe remaining net Federal investment as of the reported date is S978 million. 
he scheduled repayment of capital investment amounted to $124.417,000. Thus, 
these projects have paid back $67,771,000 in excess of the required schedule 

There has been returned to the Federal Treasury $96,772,000 from power 
operations and $101,080,000 from repayment of interest at 8 percent and expense 
of operation and maintenance. This is a total of $197,852,000. The amount 
applied to repayment of capital investment is $192,188,000 for a total of $390. 
040,000 in cash receipts returned to the United States Treasury, as of June 30, 
1955. I repeat that this is a high-grade investment of public funds, not only 
in paying back more than the scheduled payments at 3-percent interest, but in 
creating new wealth and new taxes. All levels of government—county, city, 
State, and Federal—benefit from new taxes amounting to several thousand 
percent in excess of the investment made by the Federal Government in the 
Columbia-Snake River system. 

The navigation story is likewise a very imposing and interesting one. From 
the year 1988, when Bonneville lock was first opened for navigation, we have 
shown a steady increase in use of barge transportation. This has been aided 
by very substantital investment of local funds as represented by our 21 port 
districts located on the Columbia River from its mouth to the confluence of the 
Columbia and Snake Rivers at Pasco-Kennewick-Walla Walla, Wash. (exhibit 
VIIT). 

These port districts represent an area in excess of 11,588 square miles and 
aun investment of public funds in the amount of approximately $1 billion to 
provide navigation facilities in conjunction with joint rail and water and joint 
truck and water services (exhibit IX). 

Water resource development embracing power, flood control, irrigation and 
reclamation, and navigation is truly a program national in scope. It represents 
Wise investment of public funds in cooperation with investment of local tax 
funds on the county, city, and State levels, assuring continued benefits for the 
present and future welfare, security, and prosperity of our Nation. 

Your past sympathetic understanding of our water-resource problem in the 
Pacific Northwest and your support of appropriations so urgently needed to 
carry out this program is truly appreciated. Your continued sympathetic under 
standing and support of our request for appropriations for the future is sincerely 
solicited. 

Respectfully submitted. 

INLAND EMPIRE WATERWAYS ASSOCTATION, 
Herpert G. West. E.erecutire Vices President 
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Exutpir VII 
CONDENSED STATEMENT 


Status of repayment of Federal investment allocated to power as of June 30, 1955, 
Federal Columbia River System 








Gross canitel investment to date... ....-.-...-..~...++- pias ~ $1, 170, 943, 000 
Amount repaid___----- ; eae wscisis sales aie Son anata $192, 188, 000 
Percent repaid: 
Ronneville Daii_- ‘ bare ls lor igs tag Weaay a ose i aad Saha poet cm ae 38. 44 
Columbia Basin project Ss aa a sch appara ical eo eae aa ace 26. 54 
Hungry Horse Tam_- Sac aa kui ee caked GN Sata 4.96 
Albeni Fails project , 4 im oueeemese 1. S4 
McNary Dam_-- Be BN a eB ee Se ee 2 3. 41 
Lookout Point and Dexter Dams___-_ _- : Sie ei eee . 99 
Detroit-Biz Cliff project Oe me cool aS 3. 44 
Bonneville Power Adiministration._._.........---__- ; 24. 75 
Overall to date ee Se ee a ttteSatime Esa te 11 
Net Federal investment per auditor's report gigi ae etc: $978, 000, 000 
Scheduled repayment of capital investment____~- en eee 124, 417, 000 
Amount of capital repayment in excess of schedule ___------~- 67, 771, 000 
Amount and application of cash receipts returned to U. 8S. Treas- 
ury from power operations : 
Repayment of expense of operation and maintenance___..- 96, 772, 000 
Benayment of interest at 3 percent—.............2..2cc«cus 101, O80, 000 
Total expense sg ee Saar meme aaa ai 197, 852, 000 
Remainder applied to repayment of capital investment _- ~~~ _-~- 192, 188, 000 
Total cash receipts returned to U. S. Treasury___------- 390, 040, 000 


Prepared by Injand Empire Waterways Association, March 1956. 
Source: 1955 Bonneville Power Administration advance program. 


WALLA WALLA, WASH., March 26, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works 
of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CANNON: For the hearings being held before your com- 
mittee this week, the Walla Walla Chamber of Commerce, on behalf of this 
immediate area, again wishes to express support for the general program advo- 
cated by the Inland Empire Waterways Association and with specific emphasis 
on two projects being considered for appropriations. 

(1) Ice Harbor Dam: This has been a project which the residents of south- 
eastern Washington and northeastern Oregon have long concurred in as desir 
able from a viewpoint of power, navigation, and related benefits. Now that con- 
struction is actually beginning, it is our hope that a practical but consistent 
program of adequate appropriations will permit completion of its construction 
as rapidly as possible. To this end, it has been indicated that an appropriation 
of $8 million, rather than the $5 million proposed by the Bureau of the Budget, 
to be desirable. 

(2) John Day Dam planning: There is unquestionably general agreement in 
the entire Northwest that adequate planning funds should be provided for this 
project now, regardless of what decision the Congress may reach as to the policy 
of construction for the project. 

There are other matters of regional interest which the Inland Empire Water 
ways Association advocates and for which there is unquestionably a need. It is 
our opinion, however, that the Walla Walla Chamber of Commerce, through the 
studies made by its committees, can logically speak best in support of the points 
advocated above. 

We believe favorable consideration of those viewpoints by your committee and 
the Congress will be in the public interest. 

Respectively submitted. 


WALLA WALLA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By ALFreD McVay, Secretary-Manager. 
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OROFINO, IDAHO, March 16, 1956. 
Mr. HERBERT G. WEsT, 
Erecutive Vice President, Inland Empire Waterways Association, Post 
Office Box 98, Walla Walla, Wash. 


Dear Siz: The Orofino Chamber of Commerce is in accord with the Inland 
Waterways Association in the development of the full use of our water here in the 
Northwest. 

The need for construction of dams, both for flood control and power utiliza 
tion is apparent. Also, it is apparent that fuller utilization of the navigable 
features of the rivers be developed. 

In the case of Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams we feel that any local 
benefits obtainable should be reserved for the upstream areas since most of the 
flood-control and power benefits will accrue to downstream areas. For that reason 
we feel it is vital to Idaho that the electric facilities at these Clearwater River 
dams be supplied by private capital on a partnership development in accordance 
with the thinking of the administration. We know that such a formula can be 
worked out by the Army engineers and the existing operating utilities in the 
Northwest and we will insist on this vital benefit to broaden our tax base and make 
the projects of real benefit to all parts of the Pacific Northwest. 

We heartily support the resolutions adopted by the Inland Empire Water 
ways Association at its 22d annual convention held at Portland November 21 
22, 1955. 

Very truly yours, 
OROFINO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By ADRIAN G. NELSON, Secretary. 


LEWISTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Lewiston, Idaho, March 16, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear Sir: This is to express this chamber’s endorsement of requested appro 
priations, by the Inland Empire Waterways Association, for all Northwest proj 
ects under construction, in resolutions adopted at its 22d annual convention, 
November 21 and 22, 1955, at Portland, Oreg. 

This chamber works very closely with TEWA and is in full accord with its 
expressed policies and program. 

We especially desire to invite your attention to the urgent need to carry on 
the Ice Harbor project, because we in this area are vitally concerned and most 
cognizant of its necessity to a rapidly expanding vast territory. 

Very Sincerely, 
E. V. Lorenz, Chairman, Waterways Committee. 


CGIRANGEVILLE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Grangeville, Idaho, March 15. 1956 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations 
Committee, House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CANNON: Please be advised that the Grangeville, Idaho, Chamber of 
Commerce would like to express their support of appropriations for all Columbia 
River and tributary river projects under construction with particular emphasis 
on the Ice Harbor lock and dam. 

Sincerely yours, 
MILES FLANIGAN, Necretary 


SPOKANE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Npokane 1, Wash., March 21, 1956 
lion. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations 
Committee, House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 
DeAR CONGRESSMAN CANNON: The Spokane Chamber of Commerce has long 
advocated reclamation and hydroelectric power development by both Federal 
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and non-Federal agencies for the Pacific Northwest. It has gone on record 
on numerous occasions as endorsing the early completion of McNary Dam, Chief 
Joseph Dam, and the Dailes Dam on the Columbia River. It advocates sufficient 
appropriations to complete these dams on schedule. 

The chamber has also advocated the construction of Ice Harbor Dam on the 
Snake River by the Federal Government. It supports appropriations for its 
prompt construction. 

The trustees of the chamber are advised that the Inland Empire Waterways 
Association is working for the early completion of the three Columbia River 
Dams mentioned above, as well as for the construction of the Ice Harbor Dam 
on the Snake River. They understand that these dams are included in the ten- 
tative 6-year program of the association. The chamber wishes to support the 
position of the association on these particular dams. On the other dams in- 
cluded in the association’s 6-year program, our chamber can make no statement 
since it has taken no position on them. 

We have asked Mr. Herbert West of the Inland Empire Waterways Associa- 


tion to present this statement of the Spokane chamber position to your com- 
mittee. 


Yours sincerely, 
L. W. MAarKHAM, General Manager. 





MILTON-FREEWATER, OREG., March 17, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SiR: I am writing this brief letter in behalf of the Chamber of Commerce 
of Milton-Freewater, Oreg., to express our support of the program of the Inland 
Empire Waterways Association and to further express our support of the appro- 
priations for projects now under construction in the Northwest, such as the 
Ice Harbor lock and dam. 

Sincerely, 
MILTON-FREEWATER CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By O. WaLpron, Secretary, 
RoBERT HERNDON, President. 





PENDLETON, OreEG., March 15, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeAR Sir: We are pleased to recommend most highly the work of the Inland 
Empire Waterways Association and our support of its efforts in behalf of water 
resources development in the Northwest. 

The Inland Empire Waterways Association is to our knowledge the only 
organization which has campaigned unceasingly for the comprehensive develop- 
ment of water resources in this part of the country. It has enjoyed an unusual 
amount of support from other organizations which have been interested in such 
development but which have been unable to wage such a campaign for water 
development in their own behalf. 

The program developed by the Inland Empire Waterways Association has 
been approved by our chamber of commerce. We strongly support the request 
for appropriations for all the projects now under construction. We believe the 
Ice Harbor lock and dam holds such a great potential that it is worthy of 
particular study so far as the matter of appropriations are concerned. Proper 
appropriations should be made to keep this important structure on schedule. 

We strongly urge that the requests of the Inland Empire Waterways Associa- 
tion before your committee may be approved. 

Respectfully submitted. 


PENDLETON CHAMBER OF COM MERCF, 
OREN G. ALLISON, Secretary. 


TEI ST 
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PorRTLAND 5, OrEG., March 16, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN CANNON: This association has been informed of your 
subcommittee’s intention to consider the proposed appropriations for Northwest 
multipurpose projects for the coming fiscal year. The Oregon Public Port 
Authorities Association, comprised of 19 public dock and port commissions on 
the Columbia and Willamette Rivers and the Pacific Ocean, has traditionally 
felt that its members have a large stake in the development of the Columbia 
Basin as a navigation and power resource. 

This association’s consistent policy has been the support of the multipurpose 
projects in this area, for they have brought increased trade and production to 
every port we represent. Some of our member ports were created as a direct 
result of the extension of the navigable channel of the Columbia River. We 
thus wish to express our support of all the projects now being considered, par- 
ticularly those such as Ice Harbor Dam. We are certain that its completion 
will open a new era in transportation throughout the Northwest, and urge your 
committee to recommend that sufficient funds be appropriated to enable its 
completion within the construction time now projected. 

Very truly yours, 
OREGON STATE Pusiic Porr 
AUTHORITIES ASSOCIATION, 
THOMAS J. WHITE, Secretary. 





PORTLAND FREIGHT TRAFFIC ASSOCIATION, 
Portland 4, Oreg., March 16, 1956. 
Hon, CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. CANNON: The Portland Freight Traffic Association is vitally inter- 
ested in the development of the various hydroelectric dams being constructed on 
the Columbia River and its tributaries, and particularly at this time in Ice 
Harbor dam and navigation locks. 

The association consists of over a hundred business firms and individuals as 
well as public and semipublic bodies such as the port of Portland, commission 
of public docks of the city of Portland, and the port of Vancouver, Wash., and 
the port of Longview, Wash. The association has been in active and continuous 
existence for over 50 years, and the orderly development of the Columbia River 
and its tributaries is of prime importance to our members. 

The construction of such multipurpose dams such as Bonneville, the Dalles, 
and MeNary, thus creating slack water for navigation on the Columbia River, 
has been of inestimable value in the savings in transportation cost, particularly 
to grain growers in central Oregon, shipping grain by barge to Portland, and 
also to petroleum users, as the barging of petroleum on the Columbia River has 
greatly reduced the transportation cost and the freight rates of competing 
earriers such as motortrucks and railroads. The construction of Ice Harbor 
dam and lock will enable the barge lines to tap a vast region of producing grain 
and using petroleum and, therefore, be of great value to the economy of the 
Pacific Northwest. 

We earnestly urge that funds be approved for Ice Harbor Dam and concur in 
the presentations made by the Inland Empire Waterways Association. 

Yours very truly, 
FRANK S. Cray, Secretary-Manager. 





SEATTLE 1, WaAsH., March 19, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: The intersessions public utilities committee of the Washington 
State Grange, in session March 16, 1956, recommended the following endorse- 
ment to our executive committee, in session the same day, as follows: 

“We recommend that the Washington State Grange endorse and support the 
Inland Waterways Association program for the lower Columbia River system 
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development, further that a letter of approval be sent to the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee.” 

It is a pleasure for the Washington State Grange to endorse the inland water- 
ways tentative 6-year program for the planning and construction of Federal in- 
stallations on the lower Columbia and its tributaries. In particular we support 
the President’s recommendations on budget for construction of Chief Joseph, 
The Dalles, McNary, Cougar, and Ice Harbor. Further, we recommend in- 
creasing Ice Harbor funds from 5 to 8 million dollars, to speed schedule of comple- 
tion. We urge speeding up to John Day planning by increased budget, so that 
building may be started by 1958 instead of 1959. 

We urge the appropriation of sufficient funds on all projects as can be satis- 
factorily used to maintain the timetable for maximum aydroelectric, flood- 
control, navigation, fisheries, irrigation, and recreation development. We feel 
every effort should be made to effect sizeable savings of funds by integrating 
simultaneous relocations necessary by construction at Ice Harbor and proposed 
construction at Lower Monumental dam sites. 

We appreciate the opportunity to express our views in support of maximum, 
efficient, regional development. We are pleased to assist the Inland Waterway 
Association and other interested groups in presenting our Northwest position 
for full and complete development of our vast water resources for the best 
interests of our region and the entire Nation. 

Sincerely yours, 
UXECUTIVE COMMITTEE, WASHINGTON STATE GRANGE, 
A. Lars NELSON, Master. 


KLICKITAT CouUNTy Puslic Utiiiry District, 
Goldendale, Wash., March 16, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Srr: In April of 1955, the Inland Empire Waterways Association 
adopted a tentative 6-year program for waterway and power generation con- 
struction for the Pacific Northwest, to be recommended to Congress. 

We have studied this 6-year program and find it to be a sensible and realistic 
program of river development. The program includes completion of McNary, 
Chief Joseph, The Dalles, Ice Harbor, Hells Creek, and Cougar Dams, and related 
locks, fishways, etc. The program also asks for starts and/or planning moneys 
for Green Peter, John Day, and Lower Monumental Dams, and related locks, ete. 

The total program would call for about $112 million per year over the 6-year 
period. 

We strongly recommend your serious consideration and approval of budgets 
to accomplish the program outlined by the Inland Empire Waterways Associ- 
ation. 

Sincerely yours, 


EMMET E. Crouse, Manager. 





STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION 
RELATING TO PActFic NORTHWEST HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS 


My name is Gus Norwood. I serve as executive secretary of the North- 
west Public Power Association comprising 100 consumer-owned electric distribu- 
tion systems in Alaska, Montana, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington, including rural 
electric cooperatives, municipal electric distribution systems and utility districts 
serving about 1,800,000 people with electricity. 

I have read and concur in the statement which is being submitted to your 
committee by Mr. Ken Billington for the Washington Public Utility Districts 
Association. I regret my inability to come to Washington, D. C., to appear in 
person. 

Our electric systems have a great stake in the budget for Federal dams. 
Through the purchase of electricity at wholesale our systems pay into the 
United States Treasury about $15 million per year increasing by 1960 to about 
$30 million. These funds go largely to repay the Federal investment in the dams 
together with all expenses of operation, maintenance, and interest. Through 
our power rates we also pay a heavy tax as a subsidy for irrigation. 
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The financial success story of the Columbia River power system is well told 
in the recently issued 18th annual report of the Bonneville Power Administration 
which shows under the strict standards of the Federal Power Commission uni- 
form system of accounts an accumulated net income of $110 million. This sur- 
plus has been used to repay Federal power investment ahead of depreciation 
requirements. 

In its short 18-year history the Columbia River power system has sold $402 mil- 
lion Worth of electricity. Roughly a half of this revenue has been used to repay 
investment, a quarter for interest and a quarter for operations including main- 
tenance and administration. The investment as of June 30, 1955, was 17.11 
percent repaid. The total repayment of $192,188,387 is about $68,100,000 ahead of 
schedule. 

Because we follow this program quite carefully and have a direct stake therein, 
we wish to submit the following recommendations: 


I. SUPPORT BUDGET REQUESTS 


We endorse the following budget recommendations as submitted by the 
President : 


Alaska power surveys_---~- $200, 000| Chief Joseph Dam __-_--~-- $12, 700, 000 
Second Fort Peck power- Hills Creek Dam__-----~ —_2,, 000, 000 

BONN 22 Anish eco. 500, 000 | Cougar Dam-.......... . 1, 500, 000 
Yellowtail Dam______~- _.. 10, 800,000} The Dalles Dam _-_-_---~- _ 2, 000, 000 
McNary Dam......< _... 6,000,000! Green Peter Dam_-_--~- a 100, 000 


However, we are advised that the Army could effectively use $2.45 million at 
Cougar Dam, $2.9 million at Hills Creek Dam, and $735,000 for completing 
planning of Green Peter Dam. 


II. INCREASE JOHN DAY DAM FUNDS 


The budget recommendation of $500,000 of planning at John Day Dam should 
be increased to $1,450,000 as needed to complete planning in fiscal year 1957. 

This association is on record in favor of Federal construction of John Day 
Dam and urges construction funds as soon as feasible. Planning funds of 
$500,000 have been available during the current fiscal year. 

The increase in planning funds will save 1 year’s time in the schedule for build 
ing this million kilowatt project. The power is urgently needed and is as good 
as sold as soon as the generators are installed. 


Ill, INCREASE ICE HARBOR DAM FUNDS 


The budget recommendation for Ice Harbor Dam should be increased from $5 
million to at least $8 million as a safeguard to keep this 540,000-kilowatt power 
and navigation project on schedule. 

We have had experience in schedule slippage at McNary and Chief Joseph 
Dams and can testify that there is no economy in getting generators on the line 
a year late. Because we must pay for all interest during the construction 
period, we favor the most economical and expeditious construction schedule. 
Another factor is the need for power. Thirdly, and from the standpoint of 
the United States Treasury, the revenues start coming in only when the 
generators start spinning. 


IV. LOWER MONUMENTAL DAM 


The committee should give careful attention to the possible economies of 
Ssveral million dollars by combining the highway and railroad relocation work 
of Ice Harbor Dam and lower Monumental Dam, just upstream. These dams 
are the 2 lowermost of the 4 lower Snake River dams authorized in the 
River and Harbor Act of 1945 to provide 14-foot navigation from Lewiston. 
Idaho, 495 miles to the Pacific Ocean. 

The navigation benefit does not result until all four dams are built. There 
fore the projects should be systematically prosecuted. Several years ago I 
urged that the 4 dams be built as 1 project but found this would be without 
precedent. 

At any rate the highway and rail relocation work at lower Monumental should 
be authorized now as part of preconstruction activity at lower Monumental. 
At the same time adequate planning funds of at least $200,000 should be pro- 
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vided for lower Monumental so it can be placed in active construction so as to be 
2 years behind Ice Harbor. 


SUMMARY 


The Northwest Public Power Association endorses the President’s budget 
for Federal dams in the Pacific Northwest. Secondly, we urge a 1-year speedup 
of John Day Dam planning by increasing funds from $500,000 to $1,450,000 and 
possibly adding some construction funds. Thirdly, we favor increasing Ice 
Harbor Dam funds from $5 to $8 million. Fourthly, we urge preconstruction 
highway and rail relocation work at lower Monumental Dam in order to achieve 
important economies in the building of that project. 

Through your recommendations your committee has built in the Pacific North- 
west one of the finest and most economical electric power systems in the world. 
We are grateful for your leadership and sound business approach. 

Thank you. 


WALLA WALLA, WASH., March 21, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. CANNON: This grain producers organization of 650 members is in 
full support of appropriations for all dam projects under construction on the 
Columbia and Snake Rivers. 

We are especially concerned about appropriations for the completion of the 
Ice Harbor lock and dam and also appropriations of funds for completing the 
planning of the very important John Day Dam, during the fiscal year 1957. 

These projects are of great importance from the standpoint of navigation and 
electric power to the citizens of this area. 

Respectfully yours, 
WALLA WALLA GRAIN GROWERS, INC. 
By A. H. OVERBY. 


HARRINGTON, WASH., March 19, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CANNON: For a number of years we have felt that the development 
of the natural resources of the Pacific Northwest were imperative to the growth 
and expansion of this area. 

Additional low-cost transportation to coast points will help relieve tight trans- 
portation problems that seem to develop rather frequently. 

We have supported the Inland Empire Waterways Association for several years 
and feel that their campaign for overall development of this region’s resources 
are to be highly commended. We feel that their tentative 6-year plan of con- 
struction, especially the Ice Harbor lock and dam are especially worthy of every 
consideration and urge your favorable efforts in support of these projects. 

Very truly yours, 
UNITED GRAIN GROWERS. INC., 
By A.C. Parron, Manager. 


OAKESDALE, WASH., March 19, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CANNON: We urge continued support of appropriations for all proj- 
ects under construction. We feel that valuable extensive engineering and 
planning has been incorporated in these projects. To discontinue appropriation 
support on them before completion would not be getting the maximum results 
from money already invested. 

We make special mention of the Ice Harbor lock and dam project. 








We solicit your support to do whatever possible to encourage continuance 
of these projects. 
Very truly yours, 
OAKESDALE GRAIN GROWERS, INC. 
G B. SHooK, Manager. 


RITZVILLE, WASH., March 14, 1956. 
Hon, CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sie: On behalf of the producers affiliated with the Ritzville Warehouse 
Co., I would like to take this opportunity to inform your committee that we 
approve the resolutions adopted by the Inland Empire Waterways Association 
at the 22d annual convention in November of 1955. 

We feel that the appropriations requested by the Inland Empire Waterways 
Association should be approved by your committee. Continued appropriations 
for the construction of Ice Harbor lock and dam is essential as producers of 
grain in this area would benefit from the additional transportation provided 
by this dam. 

Very truly yours, 
RITZVILLE WAREHOUSE Co., 
D. D. Danexas, Manager. 


LEXINGTON, OrEG., March 16, 1956. 
Hon, CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CANNON: We are greatly interested in the early completion of all 
Columbia River construction projects. 

Our association ships more than 1 million bushels of grain annually via 
barges on the Columbia River. This method of shipment has already saved our 
farmer members many thousands of dollars and the early completion of present 
projects will increase and continue these dollar benefits. For these reasons, we 
hope that ample appropriations may be made by Congress for Columbia River 
projects, especially for the Ice Harbor lock and dam. 

Very truly yours, 
Morrow County GRAIN GROWERS, INC., 
At Lamps, Treasurer. 


PORTLAND 4, OrEG., March 20, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CANNON: North Pacific Grain Growers, Inc., is a regional market- 
ing cooperative with a membership of over 15,000 grain producers located in the 
States of Oregon, Washington, and nerthern Idaho. Our members are definitely 
interested in river development in the Pacific Northwest, both for power and 
navigation. 

We fully support the resolutions adopted by the Inland Empire Waterways 
Association at their 22d annual convention here in Portland, Oreg., on November 
21 and 22, 1955. We believe these resolutions outline an effective method for 
development of our waterways, and we heartily support appropriations for all 
projects under construction. We cannot emphasize too highly the importance 
of Ice Harbor lock and dam. 

We sincerely urge your committee to give favorable consideration to the 
needs of our Pacific Northwest. 

Yours very truly, 
NortH PAcIFIc GROWERS, INC., 
W. A. RICHARDS, 
General Manager and Treasurer. 
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PENDLETON, OreEG., March 19, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN CANNON: Our 1,100 farm members in this eastern Oregon 
area have a tremendous interest in the comprehensive development program of 
the Columbia and Snake Rivers. The developments that have been completed 
to date have brought us many benefits in the way of river-transportation savings, 
new land irrigated, and power benefits that we use daily in the operations of 
our ranches. 

We are writing this letter to request that your Appropriations Committee pro- 
vide enough money to keep all of the Pacific Northwest projects on schedule. 
In this area, we are particularly interested in the Ice Harbor Dam, which is the 
first step in the full development of the Snake River. Development of slack 
water navigation to Lewiston, Idaho, will bring tremendous transportation sav- 
ings to our people. 

We are also most vitally interested in seeing the John Day Dam started, and, 
in this connection, we hope that full and sufficient money will be advanced for 
the planning so that that planning is all up to date and ready to go. John Day 
is a most important part of the comprehensive development program. 

We appreciate the support that your committee has given to our Pacific North- 
west projects in the past and we are very happy to know that those projects 
are paying their full way to the Government and are ahead of repayment schedule 
atthistime. We think that is a good investment for all of our people. 

Sincerely yours, 
PENDLETON GRAIN GROWERS, INC., 
JAMES HIL1, Jr., Secretary. 





UNION WAREHOUSE & SUPPLY CO., 
Grangeville, Idaho, March 16, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 

DEAR Str: On behalf of the 400 member-producers of this organization we wish 
to take this opportunity to express our approval of the tentative 6-year program 
for the development of the Columbia River and its tributaries as drawn up by 
the Inland Empire Waterways Association. 

We strongly recommend that Congress set up appropriations for all dams now 
under construction, especially the Ice Harbor lock and dam. 

While we recognize the urgent need for more power and flood control in the 
Pacific Northwest one of the most vital issues to the individuals engaged in 
agriculture is the cost of transporting their grain and other raw materials to cost 
markets. With the farmer's income now definitely on the downgrade every ex- 
pense necessary to get his grain to market is very vital. The railroad’s recent 
5 percent freight increase has taken 2 cents per bushel from the producers from 
the Camas Prairie area. We feel sure that with the completion of the Dalles 
Dam and others now under construction the barge movement of grain will ma- 
terially lower the transportation cost of grain moving to the coast. 

Yours very truly, 
WARREN R. Parks, Manager. 


PoMEROY, WASH., March 16, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 


DeAR Str: By a unanimous vote of our board of directors, I have been in- 
structed to advise you that the Pomeroy Grain Growers, Inc., is fully in accord 
with the program of the Inland Empire Waterways Association adopted at its 
22d annual convention in November 1955. 

Very truly yours, 


POMEROY GRAIN GROWERS, INC., 
CLAUDE L. Bucuet, Secretary. 
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WALLA WALLA, WASH., March 22, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, Committee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CANNON: Full and complete support of the commissioners 
of the Walla Walla Port District is herewith expressed for the program of appro- 
priations for fiscal year 1956 as presented before your committee by the Inland 
Empire Waterways Association in behalf of the Pacific Northwest. 

Our interest in development of the economy of the Pacific Northwest is not 
bounded by the confines of Walla Walla County in which our port district lies. 
We recognize that our area will grow and develop only insofar as the entire 
region expands. 

We endorse the program of the Inland Empire Waterways Association and 
its request for appropriations for the following projects under construction on 
the Columbia River; McNary lock and dam, Chief Joseph Dam, and the Dalles 
lock and dam. We request planning funds for John Day lock and dam on the 
Columbia River and for Hills Creek and Cougar projects on the Willamette 
River system in Oregon. We especially urge construction funds for Ice Har- 
bor lock and dam on the lower Snake River in Washington. 

It is the hope of the Walla Walla Port District that your committee will give 
serious and careful consideration to the appeal for appropriations to continue 
this vital construction program as presented by the Inland Empire Waterways 
Association. 

Sincerely, 
WALLA WALLA Port DISTRICT, 
W. D. Ray, Chairman. 


Hoop River, Orec., March 17, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

HONORABLE Sir: At the 22d annual convention on the Inland Empire Water- 
ways Association held last November the port of Hood River with the majority 
of the other ports of the Pacific Northwest adopted a tentative 6-year plan 
whereby a definite program of construction of multiple-purpose projects might 
be adopted. 

While not in full agreement on all phases of this plan we the port of Hood 
River feel that it is very realistic and that in defining and setting up of a pro- 
gram that we will be accomplishing a lot. . 

We earnestly and sincerely ask that you and your committee give careful con- 
sideration to this plan so that proper appropriations may be forthcoming to 
expedite the completion of the projects now under construction. We are espe- 
cially concerned that the Ice Harbor lock and dam project be given every possible 
consideration as appropriations are made. 

Thank you most kindly for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 
Port oF Hoop RIVER, 
C. H. GETCHELL, President. 


LONGVIEW, WASH., March 16, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR Srr: The Port of Longview, Wash., a public body representing an invest- 
ment of $8 million in terminal and shipping facilities wishes to be recorded as 
supporting expedition and completion of the multipurpose projects on the Colum- 
bia River as expressed in Resolution No. 17 as adopted by the Inland Empire 
Waterways Association at its 22d convention and with which your committee 
is familiar. 

Of immediate importance is the continuance and completion of Ice Harbor 
lock and dam, The Dalles lock and dam or start on the John Day lock and dam. 

Respectfully, 
Port OF LONGVIEW, 
HarRvEY B. Hart, Manager. 
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Port OF ARLINGTON COMMISSION, 
Arlington, Oreg., March 15, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. CANNON: We wish to express our approval and support of appropria- 
tions for all projects under construction, especially Ice Harbor lock and dam 
and planning of John Day Dam, 

We approve and support the 6-year plan of the Inland Empire Waterways 
Association as outlined in their resolution. 

Yours very truly, 
E. M. HuLpeEn, President. 


Coos Bay, Orea., March 19, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, - 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: The port of Coos Bay wishes to endorse the program to be 
presented to your committee by the Inland Empire Waterways Association, and 
to urge, especially, appropriations for the Ice Harbor lock and dam. 

We should like to take this opportunity to express our hearty approval of the 
orderly program of development of rivers as outlined by the Inland Empire 
Waterways Association. 

Respectfully yours, 








Port or Coos Bay, 
ALLEN G. TERRY, 
Manager-Engineer. 


KENNEWICK, WASH., March 19, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works 
of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


HONORABLE Sik: For full utilization of the Columbia River in the interest of 
domestic and foreign commerce and further development of the hydroelectric 
potential, the port of Kennewick supports the position of the Inland Empire 
Waterways Association urging appropriation of funds for all dam projects under 
construction or in the planning stage. 

Power needs are mounting in the Pacific Northwest, as in the country as a 
whole. Despite the rapid growth of power resources, the region has reached 
a point where economic and industrial expansion will be hampered unless 
tremendous amounts of additional supplies are made available. 

Appropriations for stepped-up planning of John Day Dam and continuation of 
funds for construction of Ice Harbor Dam are vital for maximum use of the 
water resources of the Columbia Basin—for power, navigation, fiood control, 
and irrigation. 

Yours very truly, 
Port oF KENNEWICK, 
JOHN F.. NEUMAN, Manager. 


PoRTLAND, OreEG., March 20, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works 
of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN CANNON: With reference to the Federal construction of 
multiple-purpose projects in the Pacific Northwest, the Commission of Public 
Docks of the city of Portland, Oreg., hereby respectifully expresses its support 
of the position of the Inland Empire Waterways Association, which in turn 
supports those projects now under construction, as well as those for which 
planning funds have been made available in the fiscal year 1956. 

We would point out to you that the city of Portland is the great seaport of 
the Columbia Basin. The people of this city have in excess of $28 million 
invested and committed in their harbor facilities, including their marine termi- 
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nals, wharves, docks, and other facilities. The commission of public docks is 
the body through which the citizens of Portland manage the affairs of their 
harbor. The interest of the Commission of Public Docks of the city of Portland, 
Oreg., in the Columbia Basin is, therefore, clear. 

Joining with the Inland Empire Waterways Association, the Commission of 
Public Docks earnestly solicits the favorable action of you and your committee 
upon appropriations for the following projects: McNary Dam, Chief Joseph 
Dam, the Dalles Dam, Ice Harbor Dam, Hills Creek Dam, and Cougar Dam. 

We also ask your favorable action on appropriations for further planning 
funds for John Day Dam and Green Peter Dam. 

We particularly urge your favorable action on appropriations for Ice Harbor 
Dam, which has such tremendous import for the future of navigation of the 
Columbia and Snake Rivers as far east as Lewiston, Idaho. The importance 
of this development to the Pacific Northwest is of tremendous magnitude, and 
we, therefore, bring it to your particular attention. 

Thanking you, we are, 

Sincerely yours, 
'TTHE COMMISSION OF PuBLIC Docks, 
THOMAS P. GUERIN, General Manager. 


Pasco, WASH., March 20, 1956. 
Hon, CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: The future development and orderly progress of the port of Pasco 
will be measured by the progress made in the construction of facilities to en- 
hance river development in the Northwest which includes the items of power, 
navigation, flood control and irrigation. 

The commissioners of the port of Pasco heartily endorse the tentative 6-year 
plan of development which has been submitted. 

The commissioners further respectfully urge ample appropriations be made 
to assure continued progress for projects under construction, especially that 
of Ice Harbor lock and dam. This particular project will open the Snake River 
to navigation and add a very sizable amount of much-needed power for the 
Pacific Northwest. 

Your favorable consideration is respectfully requested. 

Very truly yours, 
Port oF PASco, 
By C. S. Rorr, Manager. 

Mr. Maenuson. Mr. West, you expected to have another witness, I 
believe ? 

Mr. West. We expected to have Mr. Norman L. Krey, who is the 
Northwest manager of Kaiser Chemical & Aluminum. I just guess 
that the plane did not make its schedule. 

Mr. Maenvson. You would like to leave a prepared statement ? 

Mr. West. Could we reserve a place for that statement ? 

Mr. Maenuson. We will reserve a place for that statement. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF NORMAN L. KReEy, VICE PRESIDENT FOR WASHINGTON, INLAND 
EMPIRE WATERWAYS ASSOCIATION 


My name is Norman L. Krey and I am making this statement as vice presi- 
dent for Washington of the Inland Empire Waterways Association. I am the 
manager of Northwest operations of Kaiser Aluminum & Chemical Corp., and 
my office is in Spokane, Wash. Due to my association with aluminum, one 
of the electrometallurgical and electrochemical industries which require large 
amounts of electric power, my function as an officer of the association is to 
be the spokesman for the electro industries of the area, particularly with 
respect to electric-power requirements. 

The Northwest depends chiefly on hydro for its electric power and we are 
agreed throughout the area that the demand for power exceeds the supply 
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during the years in which the supply of water is not considerably better than 
average. This particular year has been one of the years that water has been 
plentiful and industry has been able to obtain its full requirements. During 
the first half of the 1952-53 water year the supply of water was at a minimum 
and industries had to shut down many of their operations. The present require- 
ments of electro industries using Bonneville Power Administration power are 
about 1,500,000 kilowatts, of which 1 million kilowatts are firm and 500,000 
kilowatts are interruptible. One-third of our basic industries’ power require- 
ments may be cut off from September through April of any year in which 
water conditions are bad. This means employment must be reduced during 
the season of the year when other work is at a minimum. It also means that 
many industries throughout the Nation, a high percentage of which are impor- 
tant for national defense, are cut back in their supplies of basic materials, 
such as aluminum. 

The demands of rural and domestic consumers, commercial and industrial 
customers other than basic industry continue to increase and even if basic 
industry is not allowed to grow the load growth of the area requires large 
increases in power generation. The tentative 6-year plan of the Inland Empire 
Waterways Association, which I will discuss later, allows for little if any im- 
provement in the basic industries’ need for firm power much less any for 
the growth of these industries which have been the leaders in providing new 
jobs throughout the area. 

The people of the Northwest are agreed that there is a place in the program 
for additional power generation for Federal, public, and private utilities. The 
present Federal program for large multipurpose dams should be kept on schedule, 
and additional new starts are required if the program is to be effective. Power 
users are repaying with interest the cost of these facilities and the present 
rate along with the high sales of interruptible power is providing revenue 
in excess of the cost to the Government. The Columbia River system paid 
back to the United States Treasury up to June 30, 1955, $110 million in excess 
of the cost to the Government, including interest and depreciation. 

With the above background I would like to endorse the resolution passed at 
the 22d annual convention of the Inland Empire Waterways Association held 
in Portland, Oreg., on November 21-22, 1955, particularly Resolutions Nos. 13, 
16, and 17 which are of particular interest to this committee. 

Resolution No. 13 concerns construction appropriations necessary to maintain 
the present schedule of the Corps of Engineers, which is doing a magnificent 
job for the people of the Northwest. These projects are as follows: 
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Resolution No. 16 concerns the Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs projects on the 
Clearwater River. These projects have been recommended by the Corps of Engi- 
neers as part of the comprehensive plan for multiple-purpose development; they 
provide flood control, power at the site and also upstream storage for power 
generation at a number of downstream dams. We recommend that any action 
needed to permit these projects to be started immediately be taken so as to 
provide power by the 1960-61 season at which time the projects now under con- 
struction will have been completed, and there will be a shortage of power even 
under conditions of ample water supply unless new projects are started promptly. 

Resolution No. 17 is a tentative 6-year plan for the construction of multiple- 
purpose projects in the Pacific Northwest. It seemed to the board of the Inland 
Empire Waterways Association that at least a tentative plan should be presented 
to the Congress so that appropriations could be scheduled over a period at a rea- 
sonable and consistent rate based on past experience, and on a program which 
the board felt was a minimum one that the Congress would support. To provide 
for the load growth of the Northwest will require something over $300 million 
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per year, so this plan suggests that the Federal system, which is self-liquidating, 
provides for about one-third of the growth. You will note from the data pro- 
vided by Mr. West that this plan calls for planning funds for the John Day 
project in fiscal 1957. This appropriation is very important as it will allow for 
the start of construction in 1958 of this major installation. If insufficient funds 
are provided this project will be delayed for more than a year with serious con- 
sequences for the region. 

In closing I would like to thank the committee for this opportunity to bring 
before you this serious problem of the Northwest. The projects discussed have 
a combination of important features such as navigation, flood control, irrigation, 
reclamation, recreation, and power generation. I would like to stress the im- 
portance of upstream storage as this provides several of these items at one time: 
this includes the storage of floodwaters for all the benefits mentioned above as 
well as providing controlled streamflow for power generation during the winter 
season when power requirements are at a peak and normal streamflow at a mini- 
mum. 


Mr. West. I did want to present for Mr. Roland Miller, who is 
publisher and editor of the Walla Walla Union Bulletin, a statement 
in support of the entire program. Mr. Miller wanted to come but he 
was unable to do so. 

Mr. Maenvuson. The statement will be received for the record. 

(The prepared statement of Mr, Miller is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF ROLAND E. MILLER, PUBLISHER AND Eprtror, WALLA WALLA UNION- 
BULLETIN, WALLA WALLA, WASH. 


As a long-time student of the pattern of water resource development in the 
Pacific Northwest, I would like to add my endorsement to the testimony being 
presented to this committee by representatives of the Inland Empire Waterways 
Association. 

It seems to me quite clear that our part of the country faces some critical 
problems in the near future unless the present program of construction of Federal 
dams is kept on schedule. Despite progress which has been made in solving the 
knotty questions involved in partnership construction of multiple-purpose water- 
use projects, it is obvious that we are not yet far enough advanced to see daylight 
insofar as meeting forecast demand for power is concerned. For this reason I 
would call to your attention particularly resolution No. 13 of the Inland Empire 
Waterways Association, calling for adequate appropriations to keep Chief Joseph, 
The Dalles, Cougar, Ice Harbor, Hills Creek, and McNary Dams on schedule. All 
of these projects need to be completed without delay. 

Looking at the matter also from a slightly longer range point of view, I am in 
agreement with the tentative 6-year program proposed by the association in its 
resolution No. 17, covering construction of current and authorized multiple- 
purpose projects. This involves, in addition to the projects listed above, a start 
on work on the John Day, Lower Monumental, and Green Peter Dams in the 
Pacific Northwest. In the case of the first 2 of these 3 projects, there is more 
than just the matter of electric power at stake. They are an inherent part of the 
program for opening up the lower Columbia and lower Snake Rivers to slack- 
water navigation, and as such represent a very significant development for the 
economy of the inland area in which I live. I am thoroughly in accord with 
the principle of development of this waterway at as early a date as possible, in 
order to bring the benefits of low-cost water transportation to a district which 
now is severely penalized by its high transportation costs on both inbound and 
outbound traffic. 

Beyond these problems of appropriations, I would like to discuss briefly an 
equally important matter which lies at the very heart of the future develop- 
ment of the entire Columbia River watershed, and that is the question of storage 
as it affects the orderly development and control of the region’s water resources. 

Earlier surveys have established conclusively that in order to have adequate 
control of the river system for flood prevention, it will, be necessary to obtain a 
minimum of nearly 30 million acre-feet of storage, mostly in the upstream areas. 
Likewise, from the standpoint of control of waterflow for hydroelectric power 
generation, it is highly desiraMe that storage of this general magnitude be pro- 
vided. 
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The problem, however, is to find sites at which this storage can be insured. 
Purely from an engineering approach, there are plenty of locations where storage 
dams could be built to do the job satisfactorily. But there are many other con- 
siderations besides the engineering ones to be taken into account, and here we 
run into serious difficulties. 

As each potential storage site is studied by the engineers, strong objections 
are raised by local interests or by other groups who have some sort of stake in 
the outcome. So far has this process now gone that I do not know of a single 
upstream damsite of any consequence in the Northwest that is not being opposed 
by someone for reasons which the objector considers completely valid. The result 
is that unless positive action is forthcoming, the region may find itself with far 
less than the needed storage total, with disastrous consequences to the entire 
economy. 

The Snake River is a key factor in this consideration. The Snake is the most 
important tributary of the Columbia, with almost one-third of the total hydro- 
electric potential of the Northwest. 

Fish and wildlife interests have insisted that the Salmon River, one of the 
main tributaries of the Snake, be kept open in order to maintain the salmon 
runs, and I am in agreement that this is proper. But such a policy means that 
the Salmon is completely uncontrolled, and to meet this situation from a flood 
standpoint it is necessary to plan for “overcompensation” of the other flows in the 
Snake Basin. And in trying to achieve this overcompensation the engineers 
have run into a baffling situation indeed. 

The likelihood that some of the potential storage in the Hells Canyon area of 
the Snake River will be irrevocably lost is already well established. The only 
other potential for significant storage in the watershed at the present time is on 
the Clearwater, where the Corps of Engineers has proposed two dams at Penny 
Cliffs and Bruces Eddy. But here we are running into opposition from the same 
wildlife groups that want the Salmon River kept unsullied, arguing that nothing 
must be done to invade the wilderness area of central Idaho. And without going 
deeply into the questions involved, it may be pointed out that similar barriers 
are faced in other parts of the region, as at Glacier View Dam on the Flathead 
River which would back water into Glacier National Park. Add to this the prob- 
lems met at Libby Dam, with its international complications, and you have a sit- 
uation in which any proposal for a new dam is met by the statement: ‘‘Don’t build 
u dam here, get your storage somewhere else.” I need not point out to you that 
frequently the same cry is raised by the same people on nearly every occasion, 
regardless of the location. 

I can only conclude that a continuation of the present piecemeal approach to 
the matter of legislative authorization will result in an impossible and insoluble 
mess. I cannot conceive of any storage project of importance that will not be 
subject to sharpshooting and probable failure if it is considered on an individual 
basis. 

The critical need is for a comprehensive regional look at the overall problem 
of controlling floods and regulating water flow. Such a comprehensive look will 
recognize the desirability, from the standpoint of public policy, of maintaining 
certain salmon runs and conserving other wildlife. It will take into account the 
deep desire of our people to retain some substantial wilderness areas where 
civilization does not penetrate. 

But at the same time such a review will necessarily reveal that somewhere, 
somehow, something has got to give. Decisions must be made as to which 
streams and areas are most important to keep open for valid reasons of conser- 
vation, and then compromises must be achieved at other potential sites so that 
the essential minimum of watershed storage may be achieved. 

Only one body, and that is the Congress of the United States, is in a position 
to do this final job. The Corps of Engineers’ forthcoming 308 review report will 
provide the basic data, but only Congress can make the political decisions, knock 
heads together where necessary, and attain compromises that will achieve stor- 
age goals at a minimum of damage to our other natural resources and interests. 

Most important of all, Congress must attack the problem as a whole, applying 
a comprehensive, logical plan as it has in the case of the upper Colorado project. 
Once it has such a comprehensive plan, the program will be as applicable to part- 
nership projects or to dams built by local public or private power agencies as 
it will be to future Federal development. Although the matter is not now before 
this committee, I think it is time that we begin to think on such a basis and to 
develop a balanced approach to the problem. A continuation of our present 
system of piecemeal planning can only result in disaster. 























Mr. West. The final thing I wanted to say is on the navigation 
channel from Vancouver to the Bonneville Dam and from the Bonne- 
ville Dam to The Dalles. 

The first part of that project from Vancouver to the Bonneville 
Dam was authorized in the 74th Congress, 2d session. We completed 
a 27-foot channel there, all but a mile and a half. Then World War II 
‘ame along, the Korean war came along, and we knew how tight 
everything was, so we very definitely forewent completion of that 
particular project. It is filled back to some 15 feet in there now. To 
carry out our entire program, we are hoping that construction funds 
can be made available to continue now to reinitiate that project and 
to complete it. 

Likewise, the channel through the Bonneville pool to The Dalles, 
Oreg., was likewise authorized in the 79th Congress, 2d session, and, 
for the same reasons that I have told you of war conditions coming 
in there, we did not press for the completion of those projects. We 
do wish that the committee could discuss that matter. The reason I 
am introducing this at this time is that when the Department wit- 
nesses are up here that matter could be discussed with them, because it 
completes the deep sea program from the sea through the mountain 
gap in there through Bonneville Dam. You have a deep sea lock in- 
cluded in the dam. That will provide the deep sea navigation on 
into The Dalles, Oreg., wp to Vancouver, another 110 miles. 

That concludes my presentation. 

Mr. Macenuson. Is there something in that connection that you 
wish in the record ? 

Mr. West. I would like very much to have that included in the 
record there. 

Mr. Maanvson. It will be included in the record. 


(Statement of Herbert G. West is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT G. West, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, INLAND EMPIRE 
WATERWAYS ASSOCIATION 


To accomplish the constrnetion of a channel 27 feet deep by 300 feet wide 
from Vancouver, Wash., to The Dalles, Oreg., 3 steps are necessary, as follows: 
1. Construction of a channel 27 feet deep by 300 feet wide from Van- 
couver, Wash., to the foot of Bonneville Dam. 
2. Modification of the Bonneville lock. 
8. Construction of a channel 27 feet deep by 300 feet wide from the upper 
end of the Bonneville lock to The Dalles, Oreg. 

Item No. 1. This project was authorized in House Committee Document No. 
94, 74th Congress, 2d session, on August 26, 1937. 

Item No. 2. On May 12, 1950, the United States Senate Committee on Public 
Works passed a resolution requesting the Corps of Engineers “to review the 
report on the Columbia River at Bonneville, Oreg., published in Senate Com- 
merce Committee document, 73d Congress, 2d session, as to whether any modifi- 
cation of existing projects or recommendations is advisable at this time, with 
particular regard to modification of the Bonneville lock and dam.” 

Item No. 3. Authorization of this project is contained in House Document 
No. 704, 79th Congress, 2d session, dated July 24, 1946. 

Item No. 1 (construction of a channel 27 feet deep and 300 feet wide from 
Vancouver, Wash., to Bonneville, Oreg.). With the exception of rock reef re- 
moval at 2 locations, the construction of a channel 27 feet deep and 300 feet 
wide from Vancouver, Wash., to Bonneville, Oreg., was substantially completed 
to project depth prior to World War II. As you well know, all projects that did 
not have a direct bearing on our war effort in World War II were deferred until 
later. As a result, the channel from Vancouver, Wash., to Bonneville, Oreg., 
has been maintained to a depth of 15 feet. 
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Item No. 2 (modification of the existing lock at Bonneville lock and dam). 
It is our understanding that the present plan of the Corps of Engineers is to 
include a report of preliminary scope on this subject in the forthcoming review 
of the 308 report which is now in the process of completion. 

Item No. 3 (construction of a channel 27 feet deep by 300 feet wide from 
Bonneville, Oreg., to The Dalles, Oreg.). This consists of channel rectification 
and improvement of channel alinement. The controlling depth within Bonneville 
pool presently is about 20 feet. The authorization permits obtaining project 
depth, thus eliminating navigation hazards to ships. 

Thus, the development work of creating the deep-draft channel from Van- 
couver, Wash., to The Dalles, Oreg., is divided into 3 steps—2 steps now author- 
ized, plus the modification of the Bonneville lock which is authorized for review 
by the Senate Committee on Public Works. 

The two authorized projects were favorably recommended on a benefit-to-cost 
ratio. It is our understanding that the 27-foot channel from Vancouver to 
Bonneville Dam will involve removal of about 10 million cubie yards of material 
at an estimated cost of $2,500,000. The cost of improvement to the entrance of 
the Bonneville ship lock is estimated at approximately $850,000 and for the 
channel above Bonneville Dam, approximately $2 million. 

The justification for these projects originally was that they would provide a 
ship channel permitting oceangoing vessels to go through Bonneville lock and 
proceed up to The Dalles, Oreg., approximately 100 miles above deep-sea navi- 
gation at Vancouver, Wash. 

This channel improvement is urgently requested by the communities involved 
and without question will aid in the industrial development of the area. Our 
association has been very patient regarding the completion of this work due to 
press of World War II and the Korean conflict and now feels very strongly that 
the work should be initiated and the completion of the project expedited. 

It is respectfully requested that funds in the amount of $1,500,000 be appro- 
priated for fiscal year 1957 to begin work on the first part of this project; 
namely, the deepening and widening of the channel from Vancouver, Wash., to 
Bonneville Dam. 

Navigation on the Columbia River has of necessity been interrupted almost 
yearly due to heavy construction of locks and dams, and by initiating this work 
during fiscal year 1957 it can be completed by the time navigation facilities at 
the Dalles lock and dam are completed. 

It will also afford the port districts within this areas an opportunity to defi- 
nitely make plans for the deep-sea channel. It is our considered judgment that 
this project has been now too long delayed. 


Mr. Magnuson. Does that complete your case, Mr. West? 

Mr. West. That completes the case. I would like to say that we are 
very appreciative and thankful and we would like to spend the rest of 
the afternoon with you, but some other people would be provoked. 

Mr. Davis. I might say that we enjoy your company but you have 
some competition. 

Mr. Magnuson. Thank you very much for an excellent presentation. 


Eacie Gorce Prosecr 
WITNESSES 


HON. THOR C. TOLLEFSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

HON. THOMAS M. PELLY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Magnuson. It gives me a great deal of pleasure to welcome to 
the committee at this time two of my colleagues in the House of ro 
sentatives from the State of Washington: Mr. Tollefson and Mr. 


Pelly, who have with them Dwight Hawley and Mr. George Thomas, 


who is Washington representative of the Chamber of Commerce of 
Seattle 
x c . 
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You gentlemen are here on two different projects. I believe, Tom, 
that you are interested in both. It doesn’t matter to the committee 
which of you takes precedence. 

Mr. Petty. Well, my colleague, Mr. Tollefson, is senior to me and 
I recognize the importance of that. 

Mr. Magnuson. We shall be glad to recognize Mr. Tollefson. 


STATEMENT OF HON, THOR C, TOLLEFSON 


Mr. ToiieFson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, if I 
might just take a moment. 

It was just 10 years ago this fall that we had a bad flood on the Green 
River, the floodwaters “of which we seek to control by Eagle Gorge 
Dam, with which this committee is now considerably ‘familiar, I am 
sure. Prior to that we had had floods and since that date we have 
had some floods. I mentioned that one particularly because it was my 
first experience as a Member of Congress. 

The project was eventually, after years of struggle, authorized. 
Planning money was made available, both through the office of the 
President and through appropriations initiated by this committee. 
Last year we got our first construction money. As I recall the figure 
now, it was about $1 million. 

We, since that day, have requested the Bureau of the Budget to 
include it in this year’s budget. It is there in the sum of $6.3 million. 
We are hopeful that the committee will approve that item in its bill 
when it marks it up. We are very anxious to get along with the con- 
struction of thedam. The people in the area are extremely concerned 
this year, not that there is anything the committee can do this year now 
with respect to the matter that is bothering them. We have an un- 
precedented amount of snow up in the mountains. Should we get a 
on or sudden warm spell, we will have another bad flood this 
year. That same thing could happen next year or the year after or 
onal sar after. Weare terribly concerned about it. For that reason, 
= want to get the dam completed as rapidly as we possibly can. 

I don’t know just what the Army engineers will say with respect to 
the money, but it is my understanding that they will support our views 
that the whole $6.3 million can be used in the next fiscal year. 

Mr. Magnuson. That is the amount that is in the budget, is it not / 

Mr. Totierson. That is correct. For my part, I am asking that that 
amount be included in the bill, and I hope the committee sees fit to 
put it there. 

As the committee knows, the State of Washington and King County 
have contributed to the funds which will be used, the State of Wash- 
ington having appropriated $1,500,000, and the county of King having 
set aside a half-million dollars for construction purposes. Those 2 
millions of dollars are available and were made available as soon as 
the appropriation was authorized last year. We still can use the addi- 
tional $6,300,000 which is contained in the budget. 

I should mention, Mr. Chairman, that in addition to the $2 million 
I have just mentioned, there will be quite a few additional millions of 
dollars of local money spent for relocation of roads, the construction 
of bridges, and so forth, which will be made necessary after the dam 
is completed. As you can see, there will be genuine local contribution 
to this flood-control project. 
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Mr. Maenvson. Mr. Pelly, I know Eagle Gorge Dam, although it 
is situated in Mr. Tollefson’s district, also is of great interest to your 
district. Would you care to discuss it now ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS M. PELLY 


Mr. Petuy. First, if I might be permitted to do so, I would like 
to file a statement in the interest of saving time of the committee, and 
simply be permitted verbally to support the statements made by my 
colleague, Mr. Tollefson, and to particularly thank my colleague, Mr. 
Magnuson, for his kind introduction. 

For the interest of the committee in this matter, I might just stress 
that part that touches my district in the city of Seattle. This flood- 
control reservoir is in the mountains in Mr. Tollefson’s district, but 
one of the great programs, a part of this, is a secondary project which 
will be supported by local funds, and that is to straighten out the lower 
Duwamish River Channel and back in the valley to provide industrial 
sites for the city of Seattle. 

I might say that the Port Commission of Seattle, which is a munici- 
pal corporation, coextensive with King County, under authority of 
this State legislature, has provided a fund of $20,000 for an aerial sur- 
vey essential for the engineering planning of the lower mouth of the 
river. 

The completion of the Eagle Gorge Dam project is urgently needed, 
and I am asking the members of this committee to sustain the recom- 
mendation of the Bureau of the Budget for inclusion of an appropri- 
ation of $6,300,000; I should mention that its early completion will 
make possible the port of Seattle undertaking the secondary project 
just mentioned. 

Meanwhile, it will be possible to plan with the State of Washington 
for permanent location of a highway crossing the Duwamish River. 
That is the interstate highway that runs from Mexico to Canada. 

The benefits envisaged by the original sponsors of this project are 
in prospect of realization. The devastating periodic floods in the 
Kent-Auburn Valley will soon be over, and people there will start to 
spend their own local money. 

In addition to the $2 million mentioned by Mr. Tollefson, we expect 
to spend anywhere from $15 million to $18 million in straightening 
out the river channel and the work in the lower valley. 

It will be made possible by the dam, the Eagle Gorge Dam. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like also, if I may do so, to file a statement of Mr. Howard 
A. Hanson, who is the more or less father of this project, the chairman 
of the committee that has been here in the past, and has presented the 
petition of the local people for this Eagle Gorge Dam. He has filed 
a very comprehensive statement here, and I think all the details 
covering it would be in that statement. 

I will be glad to answer any questions, if there are any. 


Mr. Kirwan. All right. 
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(The complete statement of Mr. Thomas Pelly and the statement of 
Mr. Howard A. Hanson are as follows :) 


TESTIMONY OF REPRESENTATIVE THOMAS M. PELLY BEFORE THE House COMMITTEE 
ON PUBLIC WORKS ON THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE EAGLE GORGE DAM 


Mr. Chairman, I thank the committee for permission for me to appear in support 
of funds to continue construction of the Eagle Gorge Reservoir. As the com- 
mittee knows this project is on the Green River about 35 miles southeast of 
Seattle, and was authorized by Congress as a Federal flood-control dam in the 
act approved May 17, 1950. 

Following the appropriation of the first construction funds of $1 million in last 
year’s public works bill, the local contribution of $2 million on August 29, 1955, 
was turned over to the Seattle district engineer, Col. N. A. Matthias. 

Meanwhile the program of industrial and harbor expansion into the Green 
River Valley and for straightening the winding section of the river downstream 
by local authorities is being pressed. The port of Seattle, a municipal corpora- 
tion, coextensive with King County, Wash., under authority of the Washington 
Legislature has provided a fund of $20,000 for an aerial survey essential for 
engineering planning. 

The completion of the Eagle Gorge Dam project is urgently needed. In asking 
the members of this committee to sustain the recommendation of the Bureau of 
the Budget for inclusion of an appropriation of $6,300,000 I should mention that 
its early completion will make possible the port of Seattle undertaking the 
secondary project just mentioned. Meanwhile it will be possible to plan with the 
State of Washington for permanent location of a highway crossing of the Du- 
wamish River. Thus the benefits envisaged by the original sponsors of this 
project are in prospect of realization. Thanks to this foresight, the merit of 
which was recognized by Congress, the day of the periodic devastating floods on 
the Auburn-Kent Valley will soon be over and the people of the area will spend in 
excess of $15 million to accomplish the full plan of improvement contemplated. 


STATEMENT OF Howarp A. HANSON, OF SEATTLE, WASH., CHAIRMAN, SPECIAL 
COMMITTEE REPRESENTING THE LOCAL INTERESTS FOR THE EAGLE GORGE DAM 


Gentlemen of the committee, my name is Howard A. Hanson, Seattle attorney, 
and chairman of the special committee representing local interests for the Eagle 
Gorge Dam project. We appreciate the consideration given this project. 

At the hearings last year, local interests testified and submitted statements in 
support of $1 million Federal funds to start construction of the project, which 
were appropriated. This statement is in support of the budget request for $6.3 
million for the fiscal year 1957. 

The project was authorized by the act of May 17, 1950. At that time the 
Appropriations Committees and the Army engineers were engaged in reviewing 
flood-control policies, as to some $13 billion of authorized projects, with a view 
to selecting for planning and construction those which were of most importance 
and with adequate financial and economic justification. 

In 1951, President Truman issued his directive of no new starts for planning 
or construction, unless contributing to the national defense. A carefully pre- 
pared brief was submitted by the local interests. In 1952 a certificate of national 
defense necessity was issued for the project and $75,000 allocated to start plan- 
ning work. An additional $125,000 was later allocated. Planning funds were 
appropriated in 1953 and 1954. In 1955, the project was started with $1 million 
construction funds. 

Attention is invited to the following developments : 

(1) On August 29, 1955, the local contribution of $2 million was made to the 
project, $1.5 million from the State of Washington, and $500,000 from King 
County. The contribution, under the State law, was without limitation as to 
use and conditioned only that a Federal construction appropriation should have 
been made for the project. 

(2) The dam will remove the flood menace. But, at local cost (in addition to 
the cash contribution toward cost of the project), the winding river from Black 
River junction downstream must be straightened, the old bed filled, and a highway 
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laid out and built through this bottleneck section to make the upper valley 
accessible on water grade. Our engineers estimate this cost at $9.3 million, all 
exclusive of costs for local streets, utilities, and services for industrial uses, 
The two steps, removal of the flood menace and improvement of the bottleneck 
section, are complementary, both essential to the highest and best land uses of 
the valley. 

The legislature (Laws 1955, p. 429) passed an enabling act, under which the 
port of Seattle has assumed responsibility for the bottleneck improvement. De- 
tailed studies are in progress. 

(3) Plans for the first 4 miles of railroad relocation have been completed and 
approved by the Northern Pacific Railroad. The Army engineers let a contract, 
dated December 28, 1955, for relocation of a 4-mile section of the railroad for 
$2,093,754.80. Another is expected to be let some time in June 1956, with esti- 
mated cost of $3,800,000. 

(4) Tacoma’s main municipal water supply comes from Green River, the 
intake being below the dam site. Construction of the dam will present a serious 
water-supply problem. The Army engineers and the city of Tacoma have agreed 
upon the most economical and effective method for solution of this problem. 

Tacoma has a storage reservoir at McMillan some 27 miles from the city intake. 
It had planned to enlarge this reservoir some years in the future. By enlarging 
the reservoir approximately concurrently with initiation of construction of the 
project the water problem can be taken care of. The agreement provides that 
the added cost to the city, by reason of this earlier construction and operation 
and maintenance of the reservoir will be a maximum of $256,000. In addition, 
the Army engineers will pay the city actual cost of any additional pumping 
occasioned by the construction activity. 

The Secretary of the Army, Robert T. Stevens, in a letter dated June 8, 1955, 
to Hon. Carl Hayden, chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, referring to 
the plan for taking care of the Tacoma water supply, stated : 

“I desire to inform you, therefore, as an officer testifying for the Chief of 
Ongineers informed the western section of the Subcommittee on Public Works 
of the House Appropriations Committee that if funds are appropriated for a 
fiscal 1956 initiation of construction of the Eagle Gorge project, the Chief of 
Engineers will attempt immediately to negotiate a contract with the city of 
Tacoma along the lines already described” (hearings, pt. 2, p. 2337, before Senate 
Subcommittee on Appropriations, Army Civil Functions, for fiscal 1956). 

On the faith of this agreement the city of Tacoma has arranged for financing 
the reservoir enlargement and has already contracted for the necessary excava- 
tion work. The reservoir will be completed by October 1956. Major construction 
on the dam itself cannot begin until the railroad is completely relocated and 
operating on the relocated line. The budget item of $6.3 million for fiscal year 
1957 is principally for this and other related relocation work. Unless the budget 
item is appropriated, work on the dam will be delayed, resulting in serious loss 
to the Government. 

(5) Floods this winter have already resulted in serious property losses in the 
valley. There is a deep snow pack in the mountain reaches of the river basin, 
which, with the right combination of weather conditions, would result in a flood 
of major proportions. Now that the project is under construction, it is the 
earnest hope and prayer of the farmers, valley residents, and all local interests 
that the project be completed as soon as possible. 

(6) The Eagle Gorge flood-control project is of vital importance to this region. 
It has passed its critical tests, is under construction, and work is proceeding 
according to schedule. It can be ready for service in the fall of 1959, although 
some further work will remain to be done. 

The local interests respectfully submit that it should be carried forward on 
the Army engineers schedule to completion and that the budget item of $6.3 
million for fiscal 1957 should be appropriated by the Congress this year. 











SHILSHOLE BREAKWATER PROJECT 


WITNESSES 


HON. THOMAS M. PELLY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DWIGHT HAWLEY, MEMBER, WATERWAYS COMMITTEE, WASH- 
INGTON STATE LEGISLATURE 

GEORGE E. THOMAS, OF THE SEATTLE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Kirwan. We will now hear Congressman Pelly and group. 

Mr. Preity. I would like to bring before the committee the request 
for the Shilshole breakwater. 

Mr. Kirwan. Very well. 

Mr. Peviy. Mr. Chairman, I wish to express appreciation for this 
opportunity to appear before your Committee on Public Works. | 
am here in connection with an authorized project on the east shore of 
Puget Sound—the Shilshole Bay breakwater. 

I believe the Corps of Engineers are ready to proceed and strongly 
favor the immediate construction of a breakwater 4,200 feet in length, 
north of the entrance to the Lake Washington ship canal and dredging 
the entrance and southerly part of the basin thus created. 

With me is Mr. Dwight Hawley of Seattle, a distinguished member 
of the waterways committee of the Washington State Legislature. 
Mr. Hawley will testify as to the compelling urgency of an immediate 
start in the construction of this breakwater. Before he does so | 
would like to emphasize that the benefit-cost ratio of the Shilshole 
breakwater is 2.06. 

Gentlemen, this is the busiest waterway in the United States. The 
Government locks entering the canal are congested because there are 
1,200 commercial fishing vessels which regularly use the canal, and 
likewise some 6,500 other craft which moor in the lakes use it fre- 
quently. The canal is a ribbon of water which cuts the great city of 
Seattle in two from Lake Washington on the eastern city limits to 
Puget Sound on the western city limits. All north and south automo- 
bile traffic, in excess of 136,000 vehicles daily and more than 200,000 
persons, must cross the canal on 4 main drawbridges. Because a large 
percentage of the vessels passing through have masts the bridges must 
be frequently opened which interrupts vehicular traffic. 

Recently new regulations to alleviate this situation during peak 
traffic hours were proposed by the Army Corps of Engineers which 
shows how serious the congestion is. All bridges would be closed 
from 7 to 9 a. m. and from 4 to 6 p. m. except for Saturdays, Sundays, 
and holidays. 

When the Shilshole breakwater has been constructed small boats 
with high masts can moor outside the locks and relieve the congestion. 

Since this project was presented to the Bureau of the Budget the 
port of Seattle, a municipal corporation, has accepted responsibility 
for dveloping a 72-acre tract inshore from the site of the breawkater. 
There piers and bulkheads costing $2,500,000 would be constructed 
for moorage of small craft, obviating the necessity of their passing 
regularly into the harbor within. I am under the impression that 
when the project was presented to the Bureau of the Budget the 
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thought was that the Seattle Park Department would be responsible 
for the inshore development, and admittedly the park department 
had no funds or even prospect of getting funds for this project so that 
such development could be assured financially. 

Accordingly it is requested that funds amounting to $1,300,000 to 
commence construction of the breakwater will be included in this year’s 
bill. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Dwight Hawley, on behalf of the Seattle 
Chamber of Commerce, the Ballard Commercial Club, and other com- 
munity groups will testify on the details of this urgently needed 
improvement. 

I thank the committee for its kind attention. 

I would be glad to answer any particular questions regarding my 
own statement. 

Mr. Magnuson. The Shilshole project is not budgeted ? 

Mr. Petiy. No, it is not. 

Mr. Magnuson. Do you know whether the engineers asked for any 
money for this project ? 

Mr. Petty. Yes, they did. 

Mr. Magnuson. Do you know how much? 

Mr. Petuy. No, but I know it was cut down from the original re- 
quest. I think $300,000 is the amount. 

Mr. Macnuson. Have you since discussed it with the Bureau of 
the Budget ? 

Mr. Petty. Yes. I telephoned to the White House in the last few 
days to get a check to see the reason why it might have been omitted. 
The Administrative Assistant to the President—Mr. Fred Seaton— 
informed me on the telephone that the impression was in the Bureau 
of the Budget that the benefit was for pleasure craft which, as you 
know, is not true. 

I informed them that there were 1,200 fishing boats that all during 
that lengthy season were going back and forth. He indicated there 
would be reconsideration. 

I talked to Mr. Seaton today, and he says they did not feel they 
would like to actually open up the budget, but nevertheless, I could be 
assured they would not interpose an objection, if it were included. 

Mr. Maenuson. Thank you. 

Mr. Petxy. I will be glad to include a letter which I wrote to Mr. 
Seaton, giving him the information regarding the number of fishing 
boats and the commercial benefits that would be received as against 
any pleasure boats, if the chairman would care to have it in the 
record. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right; you may put it in the record. 

(The letter above referred to is as follows:) 





Marcu 27, 1956. 
Mr. Frep SEATON, 
Administrative Assistant to the President, 
The White House, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. SEATON: With reference to our conversation regarding the Shilshole 
breakwater, I wish to clarify the impression given the Bureau of the Budget that 
this project is being sought to provide moorage for pleasure boats. 

The Shilshole breakwater has the approval of the State of Washington, the 
city of Seattle, and the port of Seattle to provide for the everincreasing marine 
activity. Its purpose is to develop Shilshole Bay and Seattle’s extensive inner 
harbor created by the Lake Washington ship canal locks in 1915. 
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In particular, your attention is directed to the fact that 1,200 fishing vessels 
use this inner harbor. The savings to fishing vessels alone from the breakwater 
were estimate at $170,300 annually. The engineers’ report estimated gross 
benefits to industry at $991,665 annually. 

Fishing vessels use the locks and canal continually during the long fishing 
season to reach fishing grounds, the main fishing markets and processing plants 
which are located chiefly in Elliott Bay, which is Seattle’s main harbor. The 
fishing vessel owners’ association representing a large number of fishing boat 
owners strongly supports an initial appropriation at this time. 

The rafted log traffic inbound through Shilshole Bay requires movement in 
sections to designations above the locks. The use of extra towing boats is 
required to safeguard log rafts in open water where the tows are subject to 
disintegration by storm. Construction of the breakwater will facilitate log 
movement and result in substantial savings to sawmills. 

Enclosed is a copy of the testimony to be presented before the Public Works 
Subcommittee of the Appropriations Committee tomorrow by the chairman of 
the Shilshole Breakwater Association, which covers this project in more detail. 
I can assure you that while our pleasure boats would be expected to utilize a 
moorage outside the locks, the project itself is presented and justified for 
industrial benefits. 

Thank you for your reconsideration of budget approval. 

Sincerely, 
Tuomas M. PEILy, 
Representative in Congress. 


Mr. Davis. I would like to say here, if Mr. Seaton made a statement 
of that kind, he is not doing a very good job of backing up the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

Mr. Petty. I think there was misinformation in the Bureau of the 
Budget. He hasn’t asked me to announce anything, but he certainly 
indicated there would be no objection. 


Are there any other questions on that? 
Mr. Davis. No. 


STATEMENT OF DWIGHT HAWLEY 


Mr. Petry. I would like to introduce Mr. Dwight Hawley. 

Mr. Haw ey. This is a little odd to me, because I am a member of 
the legislature in Washington, and I usually sit on that side of the 
table. 

Mr. Maenuson. Mr. Hawley, I don’t recall that either you or Mr. 
Pelly recommended a specific amount for appropriation. 

Do you have any specific amount in mind? 

Mr. Hawtey. I don’t know. The engineers say they could spend 
$1,300,000, but we would settle for $300,000, just to get the thing 
going. 

Gentlemen, you come out there, and you can see this thing, which 
Don knows very well. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Hawley is as follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Dwight S. Hawley, Seattle, 
Wash., chairman of the Shilshole Breakwater Association, organized in 1928 for 
the purpose of developing Shilshole Bay and Seattle’s extensive inner harbor 
created by the Lake Washington ship canal locks in 1915. 

Fishing vessel owners, sawmill operators, towboat companies, the boatbuild- 
ing industry, numerous industries located on the inner harbor, maritime, civie, 
and community organizations are represented by the Shilshole Breakwater 
Association. 

The Shilshole breakwater has the approval of the State of Washington, the 
city of Seattle and the port of Seattle. The extensive support of local taxpayers 
is evidenced by petitions with more than 15,000 signatures filed with the district 
engineer. 
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I will not attempt to review the project in detail at this time. An extensive 
report was presented to the Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors on March 5, 
1954. Subsequently the project was approved by the Congress. 

The 1955 session of the Congress saw fit to appropriate $50,000 for planning 
money. These plans are being prepared at the present time. 

Unfortunately no funds were provided in the current budget for the project. 

With the ever increasing marine activity in Seattle, particularly in the Lake 
Washington ship canal, designated as the Nation’s busiest locks and canal, 
the present need for the construction of the proposed breakwater is imperative. 
More than 1,000 boats passed through the locks in one 24-hour period last 
September. 

Industry would benefit by reduction of waiting time at the locks and the 
necessity of extra trips through the locks. The savings to fishing vessels alone 
were estimated at $170,300 annually. The report estimated gross benefits to 
industry in the local area as $991,665 annually. This study was made by the 
Army engineers in 1950. Recent surveys indicate that the use of the waterway 
has increased substantially since 1950 with a comparatively larger savings. 
Logging firms would benetit by more rapid transit through Salmon Bay. 

The post of Seattle has developed a million dollar fishing terminal on the inner 
harbor ; 1,200 fishing vessels are moored here and at other locations in the canal. 
They each use the locks and canal continually during the long fishing season 
to reach fishing grounds, the main fish markets and processing plants which are 
located chiefly in Elliott Bay, Seattle’s main harbor. 

The Fishing Vessel Owners Association representing a large number of the 
fish-boat owners strongly supports an initial appropriation at this time. 

The rafted log traffic is principally inbound through Shilshole Bay. Passage 
of log tows through the locks requires movement in sections to designations 
above the locks while remaining sections are moored in Shilshole Bay at floats 
maintained by the Federal Government. The use of extra towboats is required 
to safeguard the log rafts in open waters where the tows are subject to dis- 
integration by storms, and to maintain channel clearance with log rafts are 
temporarily moored in the basin below the locks. 

The construction of the breakwater will facilitate the movement of these logs 
at a substantial savings to the sawmills. Maintaining water levels sufficient 
to efficiently operate the locks during the extremely dry seasons is a serious 
problem. In addition to limiting the passage of vessels and commerce through 
the locks, industries using water facilities have been forced to retard operations. 
During these periods the breakwater would provide safe anchorage for the 
vessels restricted in the use of the locks. 

The United States Coast Guard maintains a base on the inner harbor. 
Much benefit would come from utilizing space behind the breakwater for 
smaller craft operating in the Pudget Sound area. Other Government agencies 
benefited would be Sand Point Naval Air Station, United States Naval Reserve 
station, United States Army Engineers, Department of Interior, United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service. These agencies have vessels which pass through 
the locks continually. 

The Boeing Airplane Co.'s Renten plant is located on the inner harbor at the 
south end of Lake Washington. 

The moorage facility proposed by the port of Seattle could accommodate 
1,500 to 1,600 boats. 

In 1929 the city of Seattle acquired title from the State of Washington to 
all shore and tidelands adjacent to the proposed breakwater. The area is 
approximately 72 acres with more than 5,000 feet of shorelands with appraised 
valuation of $430,000. 

The port of Seattle by resolution No. 1666, adopted October 24, 1955, provides 
“Whereas the port of Seattle will undertake the extended development of its 
mooring facilities upon construction of the Shilshole breakwater.” The resolu- 
tion further expresses “petition the Congress of the United States of America 
to take such legislative action as is necessary to allocate by way of appropriation 
the needed funds for the construction of the Shilshole breakwater in Shilshole 
Bay in the city of Seattle, King County, Wash.” 

The city of Seattle by ordinance is transferring the title to the shorelands and 
tidelands to the port of Seattle. This is in accordance with the provisions of 
chapter 81 of the Laws of 1949 of the State of Washington. 

The port of Seattle has projected preliminary plans for the construction of 
the proposed breakwater. The estimated cost is $2,500,000. The city of Seattle 
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by recent bond issue voted by the people on March 13, 1956, is providing for 
sewer facilities for the breakwater area. Other facilities including lighting and 
water are already provided. 

The local interests have agreed to furnish without cost to the United States 
all necessary lands, easements, and right-of-way and _ spoil-disposal areas 
including and providing and maintaining necessary bulkheads for retention of 
the spoil; maintain project depths in basin areas occupied by boat slips and 
stalls; provide, maintain, and operate suitable mooring facilities including public 
landing with supply facilities, utilities and parking area, open to all on equal 
terms. 

It is estimated the local participation will be in excess of $3 million. 

The estimated Government cost is $3,397,300. 

Annual maintenance cost is estimated at $26,800. 

Shilshole project originally presented to Congress, H. R. 6728, December 5, 1929, 
by former Congressman John F. Miller. 

Shilshole has received the approval of all branches of the Federal Government. 

Shilshole has received the approval and support of all State and local agencies. 

Shilshole is very high in local participation. 

Shilshole received $50,000 in planning money from the 1955 session of Congress. 

Shilshole is now on the planning board of the office of the district engineer. 

Shilshole is being sponsored and will be developed by the port of Seattle, King 
County, Wash. 

Shilshole has the unqualified support of the fishing, industrial, and maritime 
interests of Puget Sound. 

Shilshole will delay for many years the need for the construction of an addi- 
tional lock. 

Shilshole will save the Federal Government thousands of dollars annually in 
the operation of the present locks. 

Shilshole will be the only appropriation by the Federal Government in the 
Seattle Harbor area since the construction of the locks in 1915. Shilshole is a 
very deserving and necessary project which should receive favorable considera- 
tion and an initial appropriation at this session of Congress. 


RESOLUTION No. 1666 


A resolution of the Port Commission of the Port of Seattle petitioning the Con- 
gress of the United States of America to take such legislative action as is neces- 
sary to allocate by way of appropriation the needed funds for the construction 
of the Shilshole breakwater in Shilshole Bay in the city of Seattle, King 
County, State of Washington 


Whereas the construction of a breakwater in Shilshole Bay is needed and neces- 
sary to provide shelter for the fishing fleet and other small craft operating in 
and out of the Puget Sound area; and 

Whereas the tidelands abutting the proposed breakwater are now owned by 
the city of Seattle and Washington State law provides for the transfer of 
title of this land to the port of Seattle; and 

Whereas the Fishing Vessel Owners Association, an association of fishermen 
and fishing vessel owners, has urgently requested said improvement so that addi- 
tional facilities for the fishing fleet of Pudget Sound may be provided; and 

Whereas Shilshole Bay lies within the port district of the port of Seattle, a 
municipal corporation organized and authorized to develop, own and operate fish- 
ing terminal and mooring facilities within its district; and 

Whereas the port of Seattle has developed an extensive fishing terminal 
facility at its Salmon Bay Terminal; and 

Whereas the further development of the said Salmon Bay Terminal is de- 
pendent upon the construction of a breakwater in Shilshole Bay; and 

Whereas the port of Seattle is financially able to undertake the development 
of the proposed extended mooring facility within Shilshole Bay; and 

Whereas it is in the best interest of the people and the taxpayers of the port 
of Seattle that said extended development of mooring facilities of the port of 
Seattle be undertaken; and 

Whereas the port of Seattle will undertake the extended development of its 
mooring facilities upon the completion of the Shilshole breakwater: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Port Commission of the Port of Seattle do by this resolu- 
tion respectfully petition the Congress of the United States of America to take 
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such legislative action as is necessary to allocate by way of appropriation the 
needed funds for the construction of the Shilshole breakwater in Shilshole Bay 
in the city of Seattle, King County, State of Washington. 

Adopted by the Port Commission of the Port of Seattle at its regular meeting 
held the 24th day of October 1955, and duly authenticated in open session by the 
signatures of the commissioners voting in favor thereof and the seal of the 
commission. 


Port Commissioners. 


Cores OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, SEATTLE DISTRICT, NEws ROUNDUP 
RELEASE, THURSDAY, Marcu 1, 1956 


Vessel traffic through the Lake Washington ship canal locks at Ballard in 
1955 had a net increase of more than 5,000 over the total lockages during 1954, 
the Seattle district engineer, Army Corps of Engineers, reported yesterday. Com- 
mercial vessels (barges, tugs, ships, and passenger boats) contributed the largest 
unit percentage increase. Their 8,752 count for 1954 rose 4,695 to total 13,447 
in 1955, which was a factor in establishing last year’s all-time high of 64,931 
total vessels through the locks. 

The gross annual count thus stands at 1,708,372 vessels which have passed 
through the Lake Washington ship canal locks since they were opened to traffic 
in 1916, according to the records maintained by Ralph C. Follestad, Jr., engineer 
in charge at the locks. 

Comparative figures show that more than one-half of the 1955 vessel traffic 
was contributed by pleasure craft, which numbered 34,573, a 2,953 increase over 
1954’s business. This is one type of traffic which has been making steady gains 
year after year, more than quadrupling in the past 35 years, according to Col. 
N. A. Matthias, district engineer. Seattle now is regarded as one of the lead- 
ing pleasure-boat centers of the United States. 

An unusually bright spot in the traffic records for the Lake Washington ship 
canal locks last year was in the number of passengers—275,781, which was 
almost double the 138,413 persons riding through during 1954. Visitors to the 
locks’ from the shoreside set a record with a total of 735,230 for the 12-month 
period, rising 32,695 above the 1954 count. 

August of 1955 was the top month in the locks’ history with 9,665 vessels 
through, exceeding September 1948’s 9,336. And Labor Day last year set the all- 
time single-day (24 hours) record with 1,002, well above 1953 Labor Day’s 864. 

The number of fishing-craft lockages last year was 12,719, a slight decline 
from the 1954 total. Log rafts—which are not counted as vessels—were 779, 
somewhat fewer than in 1954, but their rafted tonnage showed an increase of 
71,246 to a total of 896,059 tons in 1955. Conversely, despite the noticeable in- 
crease in commercial vessels locked, the cargo tonnage total of 1,890,524 was 
39,540 tons lower than in 1954, the report stated. The net tonnage of vessels 
last year was 4,268,624, and was 283,830 above 1954. 

Despite the great amount of water traffic and the multitudes of shoreside 
visitors, no serious injuries have occurred on the locks premises in more than 
15 years, Colonel Matthias said. This good record is a result of improved facili- 
ties and safety precautions, plus well-trained and alert personnel on duty, the 
annual report stated. 


FISHING VESSEL Owners’ ASSOCIATION, INc., 
Seattle 1, Wash., March 20, 1956. 
SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN : This organization which is composed of the owners of 200 fishing 
vessels operating from the port of Seattle urges that appropriations be made 
as soon as possible to permit the immediate construction of the Shilshole Bay 
breakwater at Seattle, Wash. 

This breakwater is badly needed to take care of the rapidly increasing number 
of vessels operating in the area and using the adjacent ship canal. 

Our vessels range in size from 40 to 100 feet in length and carry crews from 3 
to 11 men each. They are finding it increasingly difficult to cope with the 
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congestion at the entrance and in the Government locks near the site of the 
proposed breakwater. The breakwater would relieve this congestion by pro- 
viding a safe place for temporary moorage and would result in the elimination of 
most of the congestion in the canal and locks. 
We urge action to enable immediate commencement of this important project. 
Very truly yours, 
H. E. LoKKen, Manager. 


NORTHWEST MARINE INDUSTRIES, INC., 
Seattle 9, Wash., March 23, 1956. 
Mr. Dwieut 8S. HAWLEY, 
Sheraton-Carleton Hotel, 
923 16th Street, Washington, D. C. 

DeaR Mr. HAwLey: The Northwest Marine Industries presently consists of 150 
firm members that are actively engaged in the supply, maintenance, or construc- 
tion of commercial, tow, and deep-sea fishing boats. 

This organization feels that the development of a breakwater basin on Shil- 
shole Bay will greatly facilitate the handling of commercial commerce on Puget 
Sound. 

We, therefore, urgently request that an immediate appropriation be allotted 
for construction of the Shilshole breakwater. 

Sincerely yours, 
EK. M. LINENsScHMIDT, President. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Magnuson. Mr. Chairman, we have here another group from 
the State of Washington. 

Mr. Kirwan. I don’t know of any better man or champion to intro- 
duce them than you. 


Power Progects 1x Pacitric NorTHWEST 
WITNESSES 


Cc. A. ERDAHL, CHAIRMAN, PACIFIC NORTHWEST UTILITIES CON- 
FERENCE COMMITTEE 

BYRON K. TAYLOR, EUGENE WATER AND ELECTRIC ‘BOARD, 
EUGENE, OREG. 

FRANK WARREN, PRESIDENT, PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC CO., 
PORTLAND, OREG. 

ARTHUR WEGNER, WASHINGTON WATER POWER CO., SPOKANE, 
WASH. 

GEORGE L. RODGERS, REPRESENTING PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT, 
PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Magnuson. I assume Cliff Erdahl will be more or less master 
of ceremonies. 
Mr. Erpaunt. | will try to do that. 


STATEMENT OF C. A. ERDAHL 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, I am back here again to talk to you about 
the problems in the Northwest. Some of the utilities are represented 
here personally. I would like to present them. 

On the end, Mr. Byron K. Taylor, of the Eugene Water and Electric 
Board, of Eugene, Oreg. 

On my left, Mr. Frank Warren, president of the Portland General 
Electric Co., in Portland, Oreg. 
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On my right, Mr. Arthur Wegner, of the Washington Water Power 
Co., in Spokane, and, next to him, George Rodgers, representing 
Pacific Power & Light, in Portland. 

We have a joint statement representing 70 percent of the people 
or the consumers in our particular area. The statement is signed by 
the following utilities, some represented here, and some not: 

Wahkiakum County Public Utility District, Pacific Power & Light 
Co., City of Seattle Light Department, Eugene Water and Electric 
Board, Portland General Electric Co., City of Tacoma Department of 
Public Utilities, the Washington Water Power Co., and the Washing- 
ton State Power Commission. 

I had a few copies of the statement of this group for you gentlemen. 
T thought, with your permission, IT would outline our general approach 
to the problem, and then I would like to discuss 1 or 2 charts with 
you, then ask the individual members of the rest of the group for brief 
comments. I think that will pretty well put the stories before you. 

(The above-referred-to document is as follows :) 


STATEMENT TO THE SECOND SESSION OF THE 84TH CONGRESS, 1956 


Since 1947 this group has been presenting to the Congress the views of the 
non-Federal electric utility industry in the Pacific Northwest relative to various 
Federal appropriations affecting the power supply of the region. It may be 
fairly said that the group has spoken for the industry and for the region since 
its members who have been signators of the several statements have repre- 
sented non-Federal service agencies, both publicly and privately owned, serving 
more than 70 percent of the electric consumers of the region. The purpose 
of our group has been to present to the Congress a unified program for the 
general good of the whole region. 

During the decade of 1940-50 the Pacific Northwest was one of the fastest 
growing areas in the United States and during the current decade approxi- 
mately the same rate of growth has continued. It has been reliably estimated 
that the population of the region will increase 70 percent in the next 20 years. 

With this increase in population has come an industrial expansion that is 
peculiarly vital to the welfare and defense of the United States as a whole. 
Here are produced substantial portions of the Nation’s electrochemical, electro- 
metallurgical, and associated products. Here is one of the centers of the 
pulp and paper industry. Here is an important food-producing area. Here 
also is one of the country’s leading sources of lumber and wood products. 

The need for an adequate, liberal supply of electrical energy is of utmost 
importance if the economy of the region is to go forward in like manner. 
This is important to the region but also to the Nation as a whole. 

For a number of years this supply of electrical energy has not been liberal— 
indeed, it has not been adequate. Industries which have not been able to 
secure contracts for firm or continuous power have often been forced to take 
interruptible power and frequently have had the supply cut off during part 
of the year, and that means interruptible employment. During two seasons, 
1949-50 and 1952-53, there have been general brownouts and curtailments. 
On one occasion the Defense Electric Power Administration, by order, required 
drastic cutbacks in electrical consumption so that essential uses could be safe- 
guarded. The economy of this region is geared to low-cost hydrogenerated 
energy supplemented with a small amount of high-cost steam power for peaking 
purposes although at times these peaking plants have been operated for energy 
production. 

Load forecasts made hy the West group of the Northwest power pool based 
on adverse hvdro conditions, predict that this steam power will be ‘required in 
all years in the future and that in 1963-64 there will be a definite shortage in 
total capacity; that thereafter a mounting deficit of power supply will be felt 
in every year unless new generating projects are started now. 

It should be carefully noted that the load forecasts on which these deficits 
are predicated were made by the individual utility agencies of the power pool. 
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The rate of growth contemplated is lower than that used by the Bonneville 
Power Administration in its forecasting which in turn is lower than the rate of 
increase contemplated by the Federal Power Commission. The history of the 
region has shown that actually developed loads have exceeded even the most 
optimistic forecasting and there is nothing to indicate that the demands for 
electrical energy will decline in the next decade. 

In making these load forecasts generating capabilities have included two 
projects with a rated capacity of 460,000 kilowatts being constructed by the city 
of Tacoma. The construction of these projects as scheduled is now being 
threatened by pending litigation and if there is any delay in their construction, 
anticipated shortages will be a reality sooner and of greater magnitude than is 
now estimated. 

For an extended period of time the electrical utilities of the area correlated 
their activities with those of the Federal generating system in developing an 
energy supply with which to meet the area power requirements, but now the 
Federal system has not kept up with the anticipated rate of expansion. 

It is strongly urged by this group that— 

1. The Congress appropriate adequate funds to maintain construction 
schedules on projects now under way in this region. 

2. The Federal Government continue the study and planning of the proj- 
ects on the Columbia River and that a definite program for construction 
of these projects be formulated and authorized. 

3. The Federal Government make at least one new major start at the 
earliest possible moment either directly or through partnership with non- 
Federal agencies. 

4. The Congress expedite the passage of legislation for projects proposed 
to be constructed as cooperative ventures between the Guvernment and 
on-Federal utilities. 

The group calls to the attention of the Congress the following items: 


BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 


As in other years non-Federal agencies of the area have been consulted as to 
the needs and new construction of the Bonneville Power Administration. The 
group has examined the appropriation request of BPA and recommends favorable 


action by the Congress without change. It is pointed out that the necessity for 
construction of transmission facilities is dictated by contractual obligations of 
the Administration. Completion of new facilities and the efficient operation of 
existing plant is essential as a part of the network service of the Government. 


CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Appropriation requests of the corps are supported (as relates to the Northwest 
power system) and should be granted with the following modifications : 

1. John Day.—Planning funds of $500,000 have been requested on the basis 
that planning would go on for 2 more years. It is suggested by this group that 
an increase in planning funds of $1 million would advance this project so that 
it could be started at an earlier date. This is of utmost importance and the 
increase should be approved. 

2. Ice Harbor.—Any increase in funds over and above the appropriation re- 
quest for this important project up to and including $5 million will asisst in 
getting this plant onto the transmission system earlier than planned. Such an 
increase is urged. 

3. The corps should be directed to continue to work with other agencies of the 
Government and with such agencies of local governments as are indicated to 
solve the fish problems and whatever funds are required for this work should 
be provided. 


STEAM GENERATING PLANTS 


The Washington State Power Commission, with the full cooperation of this 
group of utilities, has been actively studying the advisability of prompt con- 
struction of some fuel powerplants for operation in conjunction with the exist- 
ing hydro resources of the region. No participation by the Federal Government 
in the construction of such plants is required. 
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The group is grateful for this continuing opportunity to consult with the 
Congress relative to power problems in the Pacific Northwest. The foregoing 
adopted at a meeting at Tacoma, Wash., March 20, 1956, C. A. Erdahl, chairman. 


WAHKIAKUM County PUD, 

JOHN KING, President. 

PaciFIc POWER & LIGHT Co., 

D. R. McCiune, Executive Vice President. 
CITy OF SEATTLE LIGHT DEPARTMENT, 

Bos Jones, Chairman City Utilities. 
EUGENE WATER AND ELECTRIC BOARD, 

R. B. Boats, Superintendent-Secretary. 
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC Co., 

FRANK M. WARREN, Jr., President. 

City oF TACOMA, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES, 
DEAN BARLINE, Director. 

THE WASHINGTON WATER POWER Co., 

K. M. Rosrnson, President. 

WASHINGTON STATE POWER COMMISSION, 
J. FRANK Warp, Managing Director. 

Mr. Erpaut. That is our general statement, gentlemen. We have 
each year made a study of the loads and resources in the west group 
area. It is quite a compilation of figures for our west group area, 
showing for a 10-year period the load growth that we expect, and to 
match up with it, the type or the project and the form of resource we 
could depend on. 

I would like to ask, Mr. Chairman, if you will just look at those 
charts while I speak to them a little bit. Then I would like to have, 
if I may, so that our record would be complete, to have these charts 
made a part of the record. 

Mr. Kirwan. I’m sorry, but we can’t print them in the record. 

Mr. Erpaut. It is all right, if it can’t be done. We will try other- 
wise to make the points as best we can for the record. 

You will notice on this chart, beginning in 1956 and 1957, and it 
goes through to 1966 and 1967, you will find the bars, the green and 
red bars, indicate the dependable capacity that we can expect for each 
of those years. You will find the blue indicates the peak load in the 
area. The hatched part on the above part of the blue is the inter- 
ruptible load, and the cross-hatched part on the red is the steam 
capacity in the area. 

You will note as we go along that even this year if adverse hydro 
conditions should develop it would be almost impossible for us to 
meet the loads in the Northwest. 

We, like everybody else, think we are getting along pretty well 
right now- But as we go along, assuming all Federal projects are 
kept on schedule, and there is only a minimum load growth in the 
area, by 1961 and through 1962, 1963, we find unless we have some 
new major starts, commenced right now—perhaps even now we are 
late in getting them started—we are going to meet a situation by 1961 
or 1962 that will be impossible for us to live with. 

There may be some questions you gentlemen have on that particular 
chart for which we can provide an answer. If they are not answered, 
we will try to let that be for the time being until we cover the state- 
ments of the other individuals who are here with me. 

First, I would like to call on Byron K. Taylor, representing the 
Eugene Water and Electric Board, from Eugene, Oreg., who has a 
brief statement he would like to present to you gentlemen. 
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STATEMENT OF B. K. TAYLOR 


Mr. Taytor. My name is Byron K. Taylor. I am representing the 
Sugene Water and Electric Board of Eugene, Oreg. I serve the 
water and electric board as deputy director in charge of operations 
and engineering. The city of Eugene is located in western Oregon 
about 125 miles south of Portland. It is the home of the University 
of Oregon. The principal industry is lumbering, with diversified 
agriculture being second. 

The Eugene Water and Electric Board is a municipally owned util- 
ity charged with the responsibility of serving both water and power to 
the city. We are one of the older municipal electric utilities, having 
been engaged in both the generation poe distribution of electricity 
since 1911. At present, we serve approximately 80,000 people, and 
during the past winter our peak load was 76,500 kilowatts. This load 
was about 1214 percent higher than that of the preceding winter. 

We heartily endorse the statement that Mr. Erdahl has given in 
support of the budget requests of the Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion and the Corps of Engineers, so far as they pertain to generation 
of electric power. The transmission facilities of BPA implement the 
complete integration of all electric generating facilities of the entire 
Pacific Northwest. The high degree of integration that has been 
achieved makes the best use of the resources. The multiple-purpose 
water-use projects of the Corps of Engineers also make the best use 
of the resource. In addition to the benefits to power, irrigation, navi- 
gation, and so forth, they provide flood control. During the past 
winter those units of the Willamette Valley project that have been 
completed saved the Eugene area from flood damages that otherwise 
would have probably made headlines in the Eastern newspapers. That 
is a benefit that is easy for people to see. It is very important that 
both the BPA and Corps of Engineers programs be continued so that 
the best use can always be made of the water resource. 

While making this request for continuation of the Federal program, 
we are not unmindful of Federal expenditures in the past, and we 
appreciate them. The Federal power system has become a vital part 
of our economy, and other benefits are very real. At the same time we 
are not unmindful of the Federal budget, the national debt, and the 
needs of other sections of the Nation. We do not ask or expect the 
Federal Government to take care of all of our power problems. Non- 
Federal capital expenditures for generation and transmission facilities 
in the Pacific Northwest have been considerable during the past few 
years. During the past 7 years, the Eugene Water and Electric Board 
has invested something in the order of $5 million in these facilities. 
This has gone toward modernization, additions, and expansion of both 
of our hydroelectric plants and our steam electric plant. These now 
have a total installed capacity of about 56,000 kilowatts, leaving us 
short of our peak requirements by about 20,000 kilowatts. We make 
up this deficiency by purchase from BPA. 

Various non-Federal utilities also stand ready, willing, and able to 
build additional facilities and are doing so. But the job of providing 
for electric growth in the Pacific Northwest is big. Construction costs 
necessary for its accomplishment are estimated to be about $1 million 
per day for the next 10 years. This includes the costs chargeable to 
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other multiple-purpose benefits, such as navigation and flood control, 
on the projects adapted to multiple-purpose development. This is far 
more money than we could in good conscience ask Congress to appro- 
priate. Instead we offer local-Federal cooperation as a practical and 
equitable solution to the problem. Call it partnership if you choose. 
It is impractical for lo m ‘apital to build multiple-purpose projects, 
but it is quite practical for it to build the power features of them to- 
gether with a properly allocated portion of the cost of the main dam 
structure. This would release Federal dollars to be used elsewhere and 
take care of other needs. Non-Federal utilities are anxious to cooper- 
ate in this manner, as well as to develop single-purpose projects by 
themselves. 

To refer to the city of Eugene again, we have been working for one 
of these partnerships, known as the Cougar project, for almost 3 years. 
Federal authorization is required for it. The necessary legislation is 
now in its third session of Congress and we still do not have authoriza- 
tion. Cougar isa Corps of Engineers project on the South Fork of the 
McKenzie River, Oreg., and is located only about 50 miles from Eu- 
gene. It is a part of the Willamette Valley project and is primaril 
for flood control, but power is authorized iad feasible. A small 
amount of money was appropriated for construction during the cur- 
rent fiscal year and more is requested in the present budget. We, that 
is, Eugene Water and Electric Board, have requested authorization to 
enable us to invest approximately $13 million of city money in power, 
allocated costs, and transmission. This amounts to about one-third 
of the cost of the project and would provide badly needed flood control 
at less cost to the Government than a single-purpose project. As I 
stated above, we have not as yet been able to get Federal legislation to 
make this investment. 

Other utilities in the Pacific Northwest have made similar offers of 
cooperation. They vary somewhat in detail but all have the same pur- 
pose. That is to provide electric power and other benefits from the 
water resource to all of the people of the area. 

Gentlemen, the Eugene Water and Electric Board indorses Mr. 
Erdahl’s statement regarding the budget requests of these two agen- 
cies. We also urge your early authorization of not only Cougar but 
also other meritorious partnership projects in the Pacific Northwest. 

Mr. Erpant. Thank you, Mr. Taylor. 

The next witness I would like to call on is Mr. Frank Warren, of the 
Portland General Electric Co. in Portland, Oreg. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK WARREN 


Mr. Warren. Thank you, Mr. Erdahl. Mr. Chairman, my name 
is Frank Warren. Iam president of the Portland General Electric 
Co., in Portland, Oreg. My company wholeheartedly endorses and 
agrees with the statement presented by Mr. Erdahl for the Pacific 
Northwest Utilities Conference Committee. 

The long-range demands of the people who look to PGE for service 
are typical of the entire Northwest. Our electric load is growing at 
a rate of 6 to 8 percent per year. This rate is generally the same as 
the historical and predicted load growth for the region. According to 
the most accurate figures available, the Northwest will require an aver- 
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age of $350 million per year for the next 20 years to build the mul- 
tiple- purpose projects necessary to meet the needs of its people. 

In order to get the job done, we believe every responsible agency 
must contribute its maximum effort. By this we mean investor -owned 
utilities, public power agencies, municipalities, States, and the Federal 
Government. Adequate resource development especially in the field 
of electric power is an “all-hands” job which has not in the past, nor is 
likely in the future to be done by any one authority. 

Logically, the local utilities in the Pacific Northwest are more aware 
of this problem than any other agency or group of agencies. 

These utilities, in an effort to meet their responsibility of service, 
have made plans to construct nearly three-fourths of $1 billion worth 
of new projects which would add nearly 6 million kilowatts to the 
Northwest power supply. 

Only a few of these planned projects are now under construction, 
however, because in many cases commencement of construction is 
predicated on permission from, or cooperation by, the Federal Gov- 
ernment. This action on the part of the Federal partner has not 
always been forthcoming. 

An outstanding case in point is H. R. 5789, the John Day proposal. 
Under the terms of this bill, introduced last year by Congressman 
Coon of the second district of Oregon, local utilities, public or private, 
would be permitted to advance the entire cost of the power features of 
the federally authorized John Day Dam on the Columbia River. In 
return, the participating utilities would receive long-term contracts 
for power from the Federal system. Under the terms of the bill, the 
project would be in all respects a unit of the Federal system on the 
Columbia—the payment by local utilities would be simply advance 
purchases of federally generated power. 

John Day Dam will cost about $310 million. The bulk of this 
cost is allocable to power. The best estimates are that the Federal 
expenditure under the Coon proposal would be about $37 million, the 
cost of the nonreimbursables. Local utilities, including my company, 
are prepared to advance the remaining $273 million in order that the 
project’s $1,105,000 kilowatts can soon 1 be brought into production. 

The John Day legislation, however, has received no action—even by 
committee. 

Although John Day is the only proposal involving prepayment for 
Federal power, there are numerous other projects which require some 
Federal action. Because this action has not been taken promptly, 
many millions of dollars worth of new construction is being delayed. 
I need not elaborate on what that would mean to the economy of not 
only the Pacific Northwest but also to that of the entire United States. 

To make our position clear, this group, representing utilities serv- 
ing 70 percent of the people in the Pacific Northwest, urges Congress 
to maintain the Federal program which has been undertaken in our 
area. At the same time, however, we want to point out that we do 
not expect the United States to do the entire job which must be done. 
We are anxious to participate to the fullest extent possible. But we 
do need your help in granting us permission to do our share of the 
development program which is necessary. 

Mr. Kirwan. Your next witness, Mr. Erdahl ? 

Mr. Ervanu. The next witness will be Mr. Arthur Wegner. 
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STATEMENT OF ARTHUR WEGNER 


Mr. Weener. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
read a short statement. 

Mr. Kirwan. Very well. 

Mr. Weener. My name is A. H. Wegner, I appear here represent- 
ing the Washington Water Power Co., of Spokane, Wash. On num- 
erous occasions since 1946 representatives of the company have ap- 
peared before committees of the Congress, in support of appropria- 
tions for the construction and operation of power generating facilities 
by the Corps of Engineers. We have also supported requests for ap- 
propriations for the construction and operation, by the Bonneville 
Power Administration, of power transmission facilities to be con- 
structed by that agency to transmit power from Federal generating 
plants to principal load centers. of the area. 

During the past year, as in other years, we have had opportunity 
to discuss and review with Bonneville the operation and maintenance 
program of that system, as well as the need for and construction of 
transmission facilities to be provided by funds requested for the fis- 
cal year 1957. In appearing here today we join with the other non- 
Federal utilities of the Pacific Northwest to invite and recommend 
your approval of the funds requested by Bonneville so that it will be 
able to fulfill its responsibilities in meeting a portion of the power 
requirements of the area through the construction and operation of 
its transmission facilities necessarily related to the generating proj- 
ects being constructed and operated by the Corps of Engineers of the 
Department of the Army. 

The non-Federal generating utilities of the Pacific Northwest recog- 
nize that they have a responsibility for supplying power to the resi- 
dents of the area, and as the area continues to grow, it will require 
substantial amounts of new generation in the period beginning about 
1961, if the demands of our customers are to be fulfilled in the event 
of low stream flows. 

While we appreciate the contributions to the power supply of our 
region that have been made on the Federal level over a period of 
years, we realize that the Federal Government cannot be expected 
to do the entire job alone. And as we appraise future require- 
ments of our region, we recognize that non-Federal generating utili- 
ties must assume an increasing portion of the responsibility for supply- 
ing funds for the construction of facilities to meet the requirements 
of our customers. Non-Federal utilities of the area are endeavoring 
to do just that by constructing additional hydro projects either “on 
our own” or in cooperation with others. Further, some have proposed 
and are prepared to provide capital for investment, on a basis of 
partnership participation with the Federal Government, in the con- 
struction and operation of multipurpose projects on the main stem 
of the Columbia River or its principal tributaries. Similarly, they 
have expended or advanced funds in an endeavor to find a proper 
solution to the fish problem. 

It was but a few years ago that the Washington Water Power 
Co. invested about $48 million in a 230,000-kilowatt plant at Cabinet 
Gorge on the Clark Fork River. In ‘fact, during the last 5 years 
the investment made by us for additional generation and other elec- 
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trical facilities has totaled more than $75 million. The load require- 
ments of customers supplied by us are continuing to expand and we 
have recently embarked upon the construction of an additional 400,- 
000-kilowatt plant at Noxon Rapids, Mont., which, with the related 
transmission facilities, is estimated to cost $84 million. With the 
completion of that project, our investment in additional facilities, 
in the next 5 years, is expected to be in excess of $110 million, and the 
generating capability of our system will be doubled. 

I might interject at this om that our company only serves north- 
ern Idaho and eastern Washington. 

In addition, our company has joined with three other non-Fed- 
eral utilities of the area in forming the Pacific Northwest Power Co., 
a generating company, for the purpose of constructing and operating 
larger hydro projects on the balls or other rivers. Presently the 
Pacific Northwest Power Co. is awaiting a license from the Federal 
Power Commission for the construction of a project known as the 
Montain Sheep-Pleasant Valley project on the Snake River between 
Idaho and Oregon. We have already invested almost $114 million 
in the exploration, study, and design of this project, which, will 
have an initial capability of 1,183,000 kilowatts, and with the 
related transmission facilities is expected to cost $213 million when 
completed. Suflice it to say that power from projects with which 
our company is associated, as well as power from other non-Federal 
projects, will be available in the area through the operation of the 
Northwest power pool. Other non-Federal utilities of the area are 
undertaking similar projects. 

We recite the foregoing only to illustrate that the non-Federal 
utilities of our area are doing all in their power to help our region 
to have a more adequate power supply. 

The contributions of our company and those of other utility agen- 
cies, substantial as they are, are not expected to be sufficient to sup- 
ly, on a firm basis, the needs of the Pacific Northwest more than a 
few years hence. It is for this reason that we appear here to join 
in and support the statement of the group of non-Federal utilities 
that Mr. Erdahl has given you in behalf of the appropriations re- 
quested. May I conclude by saying that we join wholeheartedly in 
that statement. 

Mr. Wreener. We thank you for the privilege of being here. 

Mr. Kirwan. We have appreciated your coming. 

Mr. Erpaut. For the next witness, we have Mr. George L. Rodgers 
representing Pacific Power & Light Co., of Portland, Oreg. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE L. RODGERS 


Mr. Roverrs. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is George L. Rodgers. I am a member of the firm of Smith, 
Gray, Hill & Rodgers, and I am appearing here on behalf of the 
Pacific Power & Light Co. 

First, I may say that Pacific Power & Light Co. is a signatory to the 
statement presented by Mr. Erdahl and by that signature we have 
concurred in, endorsed, and now urge the committee to adopt the 
recommendations contained in that statement. 
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I may also say that our engineers and other members of our staff have 
independently examined each of the items contained in the Bonneville 
Power Administration requested appropriations, and the Corps of 
Engineers appropriations insofar as they relate to the Pacific North- 
west, and we concur in the recommendations made in the budget mes- 
sage to the Congress, as modified by the statement made by Mr, Erdahl. 
As has been pointed out, during the next 10 years in the Pacific 
Northwest, these companies and these public agencies need a minimum 
of $3 billion to meet the normal load growth that has been predicted, or 
has been estimated, by independent engineers. As is shown by the 
chart to which Mr. Erdahl referred, that would mean an annual appro- 
priation for the Pacific Northwest alone of something like $300 million 
per annum, while the annual appropriation made for that purpose over 
the past 10 years has averaged about $100 million, although I am 
informed over the past 5 years it is something like $150 million per 
annum. 

I may also say that the Pacific Power & Light Co. has never opposed, 
and does not now oppose—and by my statement I wish to make it clear 
that we urge construction of multipurpose projects for the Pacific 
Northwest by the United States where possible and feasible. What 
we need out there is power. You will recognize, however, that the 
United States cannot do it alone, and that the various kinds of pro- 
posals referred to by the gentlemen who have preceded me are neces- 
sary to implement and supplement the Federal program. 

The Pacific Power & Light Co. alone, over the next 3 years, has a 
construction budget of $133 million for additions to its electric utility 
plant. That isa rather large sum in relation to the size of its existing 
plant. 

I think that is about all I have to say, Mr. Chairman and members of 
the committee, unless there are questions. 

I should like, if it is agreeable to the committee, to ask that there be 
incorporated as a part of this record, by reference and not physically, 
a chart presented last year during these hearings, by Mr. D. R. 
McClung, executive vice president of the Pacific Light & Power Co., 
which appears at page 394 of those hearings, and which shows the 
power requirements and the estimated funds required to meet those 
during the next 10 years. 

Mr. Ropeers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. ' 

Mr. Expant. I have 1 or 2 more short items, if I may. 

We have a statement by the Wahkiakum County Public Utility Dis- 
trict No.1. We would like to have that incorporated. 

Mr. Kirwan. That will be incorporated. 

(The statement of the Wahkiakum County Public Utility District 
No. 1, is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WAHKIAKUM Pustic UtTinity District No. 1 To THE 2p SESSION OF 
THE 84TH CONGRESS 


My name is John King and I am president of the Commission of Public Utility 
District No. 1 of Wahkiakum County. 

I am speaking for the elected officials of our district. 

We wish to endorse the statement of the Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference 
Committee as presented by Mr. C. A. Erdahl, chairman of the committee, and 
offer additions thereto as follows: 
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1. As elected officials representing the electric customers in Wahkiakum County 
we have a direct responsibility to provide an adequate supply of energy to the area 
we serve. We also have a responsibility to the region in that we support the de- 
velopment of new generating plants and transmission facilities in order that 
the area as well as Wahkiakum County may continue to grow in a normal and 
healthy manner. 

2. John Day development: We urge that the Congress consider at least one new 
start of a Federal project this year and feel that the John Day project would be a 
wise choice. This plant would be located between two other Federal projects and 
could be operated in close cooperation with the Federal system. It is a multipur- 
pose project with important navigation features. It is situated between two 
large States and is close to a major load center where future transmission invest- 
ment could be held to a minimum. Construction of this project by the Federal 
Government would eliminate many of the conflicts which now seem to plague any 
non-Federal projects in the Northwest. 

3. Our utility is spending sizable sums of money on the investigation of a 
hydroelectric plant which will be located within our county, however, the ultimate 
development of this generating resource will hinge on future actions of the Con- 
gress and the Federal agencies in the Northwest in developing: 

(a) A realistic formula for use of Federal facilities for wheeling power to 
potential customers who may wish to take power elsewhere in the Federal system. 
We recommend the common-carrier principle. 

(b) A more liberal and more active approach to developing partnership rela- 
tionships between non-Federal agencies and the Government agencies in the 
region. 


JOHN KING, President. 
Mr. Erpau. Now, our position over the last 10 years has been 
very consistent. We recognize the big job that has to be done to 
keep up with the load growth of the people i in our area. We recog- 
nize that Federal appropriations, averaging maybe $150 million an- 
nually, may be as much or more than we have a right to expect. We 
don’t know. We know that it is about a third of the appropriations 


for the Corps of Engineers for the entire United States, and as most 
of the witnesses have said, we are most grateful and we appreciate it. 

We need every Federal dollar we can get in the Pacific Northwest 
to help us do the job. The point we are . trying to make, as so many 
witnesses have covered, is a willingness on the part of the utilities, 
both public and private, to do something for ourselves. 

However, in many cases, it does call for the cooperation of the 
Federal Government in seeing that it is accomplished. 

With that, I think, gentlemen, our story is completed. 

We are most appreciative of the time you have given us, the con- 
sideration you have given us today, and ‘the consideration you have 
given us in past years, and the support for appropriations we have 
had from this committee. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Mr. Erdahl. 

Mr. Davis. When you speak of representing 70 percent of the con- 
sumers of the region, who represents that other 30 percent ? 

Mr. Ervaut. We know that the signatories to this statement rep- 
resent most of that group. We don’t mean to contend that there are 
others who don’t agree with the statement, but they just have not 
signed. 

It does represent all the major utilities. There is only one major 
cenerating utility not represented in our statement, and that is the 

-uget Sound Power & Light Co. They represent quite a sizable 
percentage of that 30 percent that is left. The rest are made up of 
some of the smaller public agencies. 

Mr. Kirwan. Is that all? 
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Mr. Exvanu. Yes. 
Mr. Davis. It is a very encouraging statement you present. 
Mr. Kirwan, You have done a good job. 


RepDwoop Crry Harsor Prosectr 


WITNESSES 


HON. J. ARTHUR YOUNGER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

MERRITT D. McCARL, MANAGER OF THE PORT OF REDWOOD CITY, 
CALIF. 


Mr. Kirwan. We have Congressman Younger from California. 

You may proceed, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Youncer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank the 
committee for this opportunity of presenting our request for an ap- 
propriation for the Redwood City Harbor project authorized by the 
74th Congress in Public Law 14. ' 

The Redwood Creek project as then authorized called for dredging 
of the San Bruno Shoals to a depth of 30 feet and the Redwood 
Creek channel and turning basin to a depth of 30 feet from its present 
depth of 27 feet, as set forth in House Document 494, pages 14 and 15, 
79th Congress, Ist session. This authorization became known as the 
1945 authorization. 

In 1950 another authorization was passed extending the channel 
upstream some 1,300 feet and the dredging of another turning basin, 
as well as changing the name of the project from Redwood Creek to 
Redwood City Harbor. There has been no money appropriated for 
either of these authorizations, nor can I find where any request was 
made to the Bureau of the Budget between 1945 and 1952. I can only 
surmise that the reason for not applying for an appropriation was due 
to the war emergency which existed during part of that period and 
the lack of funds for projects of this kind. 

However, the budget prepared by the outgoing administration for 
fiscal 1954 did contain an item of $1 million for the 1945 authorization. 
This item was stricken by the new administration when they submitted 
their budget for fiseal 1954. Again in the budget for fiscal 1955 an item 
of $1 million was included, for the work authorized in 1945. The 
House committee struck the item because local participation required 
in the 1950 authorization had not been provided. The Senate passed 
an item of $700,000, but this item was stricken again in conference. 

Since that time the Bureau of the Budget has refused to insert an 
item for the 1945 authorization because of the policy enunciated by the 
House committee in their report, which was to the effect that no ap- 
propriation would be made until the local participation required by 
the 1950 authorization had been provided. It is our contention that 
the local participation should not be a requirement for the appropria- 
tion to complete the work authorized in 1945 which required no local 
participation, other than providing for a suitable site to deposit the 
dredged ground and that provision the local authorities are prepared 
to meet. 

Now because of this long delay, navigation in the channel is becom- 
ing increasingly hazardous. The bulk cargoes of cement, salt and oil 
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products which move in and out of this harbor exceed the bulk cargoes 
moving out of any port on the San Francisco Bay. The ships can 
only move in daylight and at high tide, so a large amount of time is 
vasted in waiting for the daylight and the high tide. This is an 
economic waste to the shippers and we do not know how long they 
will absorb this loss without moving their business to another port. 

The opposition which appeared before your committee and which 
was referred to in the committee report accompanying the civil func- 
tions, Department of Army appropriation bill for fiscal 1955 was 
based upon the belief that the money was to be used for the 1950 au- 
thorization. Only recently I talked to Mr. Herman Howard, of the 
Howard Terminals in Oakland who was one of the objectors along 
with other Oakland terminal owners. He assured me that he has no 
objection to the work if it is limited to the 1945 authorization, which 
he recognized as essential to take care of the moving of the existing 
bulk cargoes but that he would object to creating another general ter- 
minal harbor at this time with the amount of vacant terminal facilities 
which now exists in the bay area. However, there are no facilities for 
the handling and storing of the bulk cargo such as is provided now 
at Redwood City for cement and salt. 

We have now reached this impasse. The Bureau of the Budget 
will not put an item in the budget for the 1945 authorization because 
of the House committee's stated policy that they will not consider the 
appropriation for the 1945 authorization until the local participation 

valled for in the 1950 authorization is available; yet I have talked with 
many members of the appr opriation committee who tell me there is no 
such definite policy. If the item is not in the budget then I know the 
committee does not look with favor on such requests. So we have come 


to a complete impasse there that has to be cleared up. 

I sincerely request that the committee clear this record as to local 
participation and that you recommend an appropriation of the amount 
which the Corps of Engineers say is sufficient to complete the work 
authorized by the Congress i in 1945. 

Mr. Youncer. Now we have Merritt McCarl, manager of the port 
of Redwood City, who has a statement he wants to read. 


STATEMENT OF MERRITT M’CARL 


Mr. McCaru. Gentlemen, I wish to express to you my sincere appre- 
ciation for the opportunity to present to you this statement on behalf 
of the Board of Port Commissioners of the Port of Redwood City, and 
the many organizations and people who are interested in the further 
dev elopment “of the port. 

My name is Merrittt D. MeCarl. 

lam the manager of the port of Redwood City, Calif. 

I have held this position since March 1, 1948. 

Prior to that time, I was for 21 years traffic manager and assistant 
port manager of the port of Oakland, Calif. 

Prior to my association with the port of Oakland, I was for 15 years 
associated with the commission of public docks, Portland, Oreg., 
in various capacities. 

My total experience in port and terminal operating business exceeds 
40 years. 
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Through the River and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945; Congress en- 
acted into law a modification of the existing project for Redwood 
Creek, Calif., to provide for a channel 30 feet deep and 500 feet wide 
across San Bruno Shoal, for a channel 30 feet deep and 300 feet wide, 
with additional width at bends and a flared entrance, from deep water 
in San Francisco Bay to the vicinity of the mouth of West Point 
Slough in Redwood Creek, and for a turning basin 30 feet deep, 400 to 
900 feet wide and 2,200 feet long at the upper end of the channel, all in 
accordance with the plans of the district engineer, with such modifica- 
tion thereof as the Chief of Engineers might find advisable. This 
authorization required no further local cooperation. No funds, how- 
ever, were provided with which to carry out the work. 

Through the River and Harbor Act of 1950, Congress enacted fur- 
ther legislation, changing the name of the project from Redwood 
Creek to Redwood City Harbor and providing for an extension of the 
30-foot channel authorized under the 1945 act 1,300 feet upstream with 
a second turning basin 30 feet deep, 900 feet wide, and 1,700 feet long 
at the junction of Redwood Creek and Boundery Slough. This au- 
thorization did require local cooperation. No funds were provided 
with which to carry out the work. 

The project depth and width of the channel as maintained at this 
time by the Federal Government is 27 feet deep, 200 feet wide across 
San Bruno Shoal, and 27 feet deep, 200 feet wide in the entrance chan- 
nel with a turning basin at West Point Slough 27 feet deep, 1,800 feet 
long, and 700 feet wide. 

The existing channel and turning basin conditions are entirely in- 
adequate for a satisfactory operation of the port. Present users of 
the port are subjected to long and costly delays to vessels and car- 
goes due to necessity of having to await high tides both in the entrance 
channel and at San Bruno Shoal, dayligth hours and favorable weather 
conditions. 

Accordingly, my purpose in presenting this statement to you is to 
request and strongly urge that your committee recommend at this time 
an appropriation for Redwood City Harbor in the amount of $1 
million or such other amount as may be determined by the Army engi- 
neer as being necessary to carry out the work in the 1945 authorization 
which did not require any further local cooperation. 

The record will show that the Army engineers have for a long 
period of time had this project on their high priority list. 

An item of $1 million for the 1945 authorization was included in 
the Federal budget for fiscal 1954 (the last budget presented to Con- 
gress by President Truman) but was eliminated by the new incom- 
ing administration. 

It was again included in the budget for fiscal 1955 presented to 
Congress by President Eisenhower in January 1954. For some reason 
even after representatives of the Army engineers testified at some 
length that the requested funds were to be used only on the 1945 
project, that the existing commerce of the port fully justified the ap- 
propriation and that the improvemens were essential to a satisfactory 
operation of the harbor, the subcommittee of the House recommended 
against the appropriation and the item was deleted from the budget. 

Even after such deletion by the House, the Senate restored $700,000 
of the original $1 million but in joint conferences the item failed to 
carry through. 
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It is our strong contention, which is in line with testimony of the 
Army engineers, that an appropriation with which to carry out the 
work involved in the 1945 authorization is fully justified by the ex- 
isting commerce of the port and that the project should be considered 
entirely separate and apart from the 1950 project. 

As an example of existing activity on the waterway, during the 
year 1955 there were 230 deep-draft vessel movements and 6,692 
barge movements. Cargo tonnage consisted of 975,573 tons of ocean- 
going commerce and 1,751,201 tons of nonoceangoing commerce, 
making a total of 2,726,774 tons loaded or discharged. Loaded draft 
of most of the vessels was between 26 and 30 feet which points up 
the dire need for the requested improvements. 

According to a recent report prepared by the Army engineers un- 
der direction of the south Pacific division engineer, showing the ocean- 
going commerce of the San Francisco Bay area for 1954, that is the 
latest available, the outbound ocean commerce handled at the port 
of Redwood City was 66.3 percent as much as that handled at the 
port of San Francisco, 61.4 percent as much as that handled at the 
ports of Oakland-Alameda (on the east side of San Francisco Bay) 
combined and 108 percent of that of the port of Stockton. 

During the war period, the port of Redwood City was used ex- 
tensively by the United States Navy for handling war materiel. 

Cargo now shipped in and out of the port involves movements in 
the transpacific, British Columbia, Mexican, Hawaiian, and coast- 
wise trade routes. Gypsum in shipload lots is imported from the 
San Marcus Islands off the Mexican coast. Cement in bulk is shipped 
to the Hawaiian Islands, Portland, Seattle and via transshipment 
from Seattle to Alaska and is used in large volume in Government 
projects. I am informed that the Permanente Cement Co. can sell 
to the Government and to contractors working on Government proj- 
ects in Alaska, for instance, cement which moves in bulk in shipload 
lots from the port of Redwood City cheaper than their competitors 
can sel] cement which is produced closer to the projects. 

Another commodity which involves daily use of the waterway to 
a great extent is gasoline in bulk. Last year over a half million tons 
of gasoline was shipped into Redwood City via barges for the account 
of four major oil companies who have a large number of storage and 
distribution facilities located on property leased from the port. Due 
to the narrowness of the existing channel (200 feet) with some very 
bad bends, the movement of the bulk gasoline in full barge lots over 
the waterway at the same time deep-draft vessels and numerous other 
barges, pleasure craft, and so forth, are also using the waterway, 
constitutes a real hazard. The channel and turning basin are not 
adequate to permit the use of tankers. Surveys, however, have been 
made by oil companies regarding the use of tankers to bring in fuel 
oil for large industries. 

Even though no further local cooperation in connection with the 
1945 project was required, due to the authorization of the improve- 
ment project, large amounts of public and private funds for addi- 
tional port improvements have been expended. There is accordingly 
at least an implied obligation on the part of the Federal Government 
to carry out its commitment to the parties making such expenditures. 
During the past few years, in excess of $200,000 has been expended by 
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the port of Redwood City alone in making additions to and improve- 
ments to existing municipally owned and operated shore facilities. 
As an example of expenditure of private capital, one company alone— 
the Leslie Salt Co.—has expended during the last few years several 
millions of dollars for plant and storage facilities. Facilities for the 
storage of up to 600,000 tons of salt, in bulk, at one time have been 
provided. For bulk-loading facilities and dredging so that vessels 
could get to the loading facilities, the company expended in excess 
of $750,000. Last year almost a half a million tons of salt was shipped 
to the Pacific Northwest and to transpacifiic points. When the large 
producing ponds established recently in Redwood City by the salt 
company come into full production, even greater quantities will be 
shipped out. 

Through contractual arrangement between the port of Redwood 
Yity and the Leslie Terminal Co., the facilities of the terminal com- 
pany are available for public use for the handling of commodities, in 
bulk, other than salt. Magnesite in bulk, originating in the port’s 
tributary territory, is one of the commodities that has already been 
handled by the port under the contract. In the case of one of the 
vessels (a large C—3 vessel) calling for magnesite, a product of the 
Kaiser Aluminum & Chemical Corp., one of the masts of the ship 
struck a high-tension wire crossing the channel 125 feet above a plus 
8-foot tide, breaking the wire. Subsequently, so as to permit of the 
unrestricted use of the port by large modern vessels, from the stand- 
point of overhead obstruction, and acting on the advice of important 
steamship interests, the new wire was placed 10 feet higher so as to 
give an overhead clearance of 135 feet at a plus 8-foot tide, at a cost 
to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. of approximately $10,000. 

The Ideal Cement Co., which is located on deep water within the 
confines of the 1945 project, is now in the midst of a $6 million plant 
improvement project and the Permanente Cement Co., with silos on 
port property with a capacity of 10,000 tons of bulk cement at one 
time, which company has been shipping approximately one-half mil- 
lion tons of bulk cement per year through the port, 1s now nearing 
completion of a $4 million plant-expansion program. These plant 
expansions will result in considerable added activity on the already 
congested and difficult-to-navigate waterway. 

The appropriation of funds with which to carry out the work in- 
volved in the 1945 project has the full and unqualified support of 
the following important interests as evidenced by the records, includ- 
ing those of the Director of the Budget Bureau: 

Corps of Engineers, United States Army 
United States Senator William F. Knowland 
United States Senator Thomas H. Kuchel 
Congressman J. Arthur Younger 
Congressman Charles S. Gubser 

State Senator Harry L. Parkman 
Assemblyman Richard J. Dolwig 

The San Francisco Bay Aea Council 

The San Mateo County Development Association 
Redwood City Council 

Redwood City Chamber of Commerce 
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All the business organizations and service clubs of Redwood 
City 
San Jose Chamber of Commerce 
Santa Clara Chamber of Commerce 
Sunnyvale Chamber of Commerce 
Mountain View Chamber of Commerce 
San Mateo Chamber of Commerce 
Certain steamship companies and steamship organizations 
Many, many shippers, shipping organizations, and others. 

In view of the above, it is requested and strongly urged that in 
order to permit the port of Redwood City, the only deepwater port 
in the entire south Re Francisco Bay area, to operate on a basis 
more comparable to that permitted at other ports and enable users 
of the port to have their vessels and cargoes move without being 
subjected to long, costly delays occasioned by adverse channel con- 
ditions, your committee recommends an appropriation by this Con- 
gress of the amount determined by the Army engineers as being neces- 
sary to carry out the work involved in the 1945 authorization. 

Your favorable consideration of the above request will be deeply 


apprecintes, is 
have two letters that I would like to submit in evidence. 


Mr. Kirwan. Thank you very much. 
(The letters referred to are as follows :) 


LESLIE SALT Co., 
San Francisco, March 28, 1956. 
Mr. Merritr D. McCart, 
% Congressman J, Arthur Younger, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. MocCarv: In your fortheoming testimony before the House committee 
on the subject of a Federal appropriation for harbor improvements at Redwood 
City, we would like to have you again make clear to the Representatives that 
the repeated failure of the Government to make this appropriation has worked 
a great hardship on us. 

As you know, we designed and built our crude-salt production plant at Red- 
wood City, costing over $4 million, based on the 1945 engineers project, which 
called for harbor improvements of $1 million. Our shiploading facility, which 
is separate from the production plant, was originally laid out so that it would 
be served by the approved Government channel. However, when it became 
apparent that the funds were not forthcoming, we undertook to dredge the 
channel and turning basin ourselves, at a cost of in excess of $200,000. This 
was done primarily because the salt we ship over these facilities is the basic 
raw material for the chlor-alkali industry in the Pacific Northwest and also 
constitutes an important source of edible salt for the people of Japan. This 
work was commenced in 1948 and was completed shortly after the outbreak 
of the Korean war and, therefore, all during the war our facilities were available 
to ship this essential raw material. 

Since the original dredging work we have, as you know, done a considerable 
amount of maintenance dredging on the channel and turning basin which was 
not contemplated at the time our rate structures were established (because we 
had assumed the Government would maintain the channel), and this has con- 
stituted a serious financial burden to us. 

We urge that you again present this case to the Representatives and impress 
upon them the potentially serious consequences of further delays in making 
the funds available. 


Very truly yours, 
SHELDON ALLEN, President. 

















808 


Mr. Merritt D. McCart, 
Port Manager, Port of Redwood City, 
Redwood City, Calif. 

Dear Mr. McCart: The Permanente Cement Co., Oakland, Calif., strongly 
supports your appearances before Congress to request starting funds for con- 
struction improvements to the port of Redwood City. 

As the largest user of the port, the company has long been concerned with 
the inadequacy of the present channel and turning basin and earnestly hopes 
that the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Civil Functions will approve 
initial funds so that improvements can go ahead as authorized by Congress in 
the Rivers and Harbors Acts of 1945 and 1950. 

The company has suffered substantial financial losses in the past 3 years and 
prior thereto because of the inadequate channei and turning basin. In fact, 
out-of-pocket costs to the company because of the inability of its 2 oceangoing 
vessels to move freely in and out of the port have amounted to over $200,000 
during the past 5 years. Actual loss in 1955 was $438,600. Additional indirect 
costs are created at the receiving ports by the company and its customers due 
to delays in the movement of cement cargo because of the port conditions de- 
scribed above. 

In recent years the company has shipped well over 21%, million barrels of 
cement per year to the Pacific Northwest, Alaska, and Hawaii. The cement 
plant located near the port at San Jose, Calif., is increasing its production 
capacity from 7 million barrels per year to 8,500,000 barrels this June, The 
plant employs about 600 workers. The company expects its cement shipments 
through the port of Redwood City to increase as a result of this expansion. 

As the situation stands today, the two Permanente Cement Co. vessels with 
cement cargo aboard cannot move except during high tide. Also, the channel is 
too narrow to allow movement during the night hours. Often loss of time occurs 
while the vessels wait for tide and daylight to sail, often with cargo assigned 
for military use. 

Another delaying factor is that under these channel conditions, when ships 
are loading or unloading the existing channel is blocked for the movement of 
other vessels. 

The company strongly recommends that Congress recognize the necessity 
of improving the port, as previously authorized, through an appropriation of 
funds for the fiscal year 1957. 

Sincerely yours, 
PERMANENTE CEMENT Co., 
Cuap F. Catnoun, Assistant Secretary. 


Hatr Moon Bay Progecr 
WITNESSES 


HON. J. ARTHUR YOUNGER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

ADM. B. JOHNSON, PRESIDENT, SAN MATEO COUNTY, CALIF., 
HARBOR COMMISSION 

NEIL CUNNINGHAM, CHAIRMAN, SAN MATEO HARBOR 

H. D. STEVENS, SECRETARY, CALIFORNIA BOATING COUNCIL, AND 
VICE PRESIDENT, CALIFORNIA MARINE PARKS & HARBORS 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Youncer. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement about the Half 
Moon Bay project which I will read and then Admiral Johnson, chair- 
man of the San Mateo Harbor, has a two-page statement to make on it. 

Mr. Kirwan. You may proceed. 

Mr. Youncer. Mr. Chairman, the Half Moon Bay, Piller Point 
project was authorized in the 1948 River and Harbor Act which pro- 
vided for the construction of 2 rubble-mound breakwaters, 1 about 
4,400 feet long and the other about 4,500 feet, to form a protected 
harbor basin. 
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In 1949, $75,000 was allocated for the advanced planning. Approx- 
imately $37, 000 of these funds had been spent when in August 1950 
the President directed that all engineering planning be suspende cl 
where construction had not been ac tually started. The followi ing year 
Congress rescinded all appropriations of projects which had been sus- 
pended by Presidential order of August 1950. 

The original authorization called for a local contribution to the 
project. The San Mateo County Board of Harbor Commissioners 
now have $100,000 in hand for that local participation. 

The original benefit ratio for this project was 1.9 to 1, but in 1954 
the Corps of E ngineers eliminated all benefits pertaining to sardine 
fishing and adjusted the remaining benefits to reflect 1954 price levels. 
The resulting benefit-to-cost ratio was reduced to 1.1 to 1.0. 

In 1955 the board of harbor commissioners employed Resources 
Consultants & Associates, Inc., to make a benefit study and they 
reported a ratio of 2.91 to 1. This report is submitted for your study. 
The Corps of Engineers in the fall of 1955 authorized a review to 
be made of this contested question of benefit-to-cost ratio and I under- 
stand they are ready to report to your committee on their findings. 
This is why we could not get this item in the budgeted planning money 
for fiscal 1957 because the study was not completed until this month. 

This project has been endorsed by the following organizations: 

Associated Sportsmen of C alifornia: An organization of approxi- 
mately 30,000 members in northern California. At their convention 
in Santa Cruz, January 22, 1956, passed a resolution endorsing this 
project. 

San Mateo County Board of Supervisors by resolution No. 10148, 
pies January 24, 1956. 


San Mateo County Taxpayers League—letter dated February 1, 
1956. 

This is an extremely important project to our county, as well as to 
adjoining counties and I cannot too strongly urge your committee 
to grant this $53,000 for advanced planning of the Half Moon B: ay, 
Piller Point project. 

(The prepared statement of Hon. J. Arthur Younger is as follows :) 


IN RE ReQuEST FOR $53,000 PLANNING MoNEY FOR ADVANCED ENGINEERING AND 
DEsIGN STUDY 


The Half Moon Bay, Piller Point project was authorized in the 1948 River and 
Harbor Act which provided for the construction of two rubble-mound break- 
waters, one about 4,400 feet long, and the other about 4,500 feet long to form a 
protected harbor basin. 

In 1949, $75,000 was allocated for the advanced planning. Approximately 
$37,000 of these funds had been spent when in August 1950, the President di- 
rected that all engineering planning be suspended where construction had not 
been actually started. The following year Congress rescinded all appropriations 
of projects which had been suspended by Presidential order of August 1950. 

The original authorization called for a local contribution to the project. The 
San Mateo County Board of Harbor Commissioners now have $100,000 in hand 
for that local participation. 

The original benefits ratio for this project was 1.9 to 1, but in 1954 the Corps 
of Engineers eliminated all benefits pretaining to sardine fishing and adjusted 
the remaining benefits to reflect 1954 price levels. The resulting benefit-to-cost 
ratio was reduced to 1.1 to 1.0. 

In 1955 the board of harbor commissioners employed Resources Consultants 
& Associates, Inc., to make a benefit study and they reported a ratio of 2.91 to 1. 
This report is submitted for your study. The Corps of Engineers in the fall of 
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1955 authorized a review to be made of this contested question of benefit-to-cost 
ratio and I understand they are ready to report to your committee on their 
findings. This is why we could not get this item in the budgeted planning money 
for fiscal 1957 because the study was not completed until this month. 

This project has been endorsed. by the following organizations: 

Associated Sportsmen of California: An organization of approximately 
30,000 members in northern California. At their convention Santa Cruz, 
January 22, 1956, passed a resolution endorsing this project. 

San Mateo County Board of Supervisors by resolution No. 10148, passed 
January 24, 1956. 

San Mateo County Taxpayers League—letter dated February 1, 1956. 

This is an extremely important project to our county, as well as adjoining 
counties and I cannot too strongly urge your committee to grant this $53,000 for 
advanced planning of the Half Moon Bay, Piller Point project. 


I have Adm. 8. B. Johnson, president of the San Mateo Harbor 
Commission, as the next witness. 
Mr, Kirwan. We are glad to have you here, Admiral. 


STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL S. B. JOPLNSON 


Admiral Jounson. I would like to express my pleasure in appearing 
at this time before the committee, and IT am glad to have the oppor- 
tunity of coming here to speak on behalf of this project. 

I have a short statement which T am not going to read, but I will 
present it for your record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


Subject: Request for $53,000 appropriation to cover final design study of Pillar 
Point breakwater (Half Moon Bay, Calif.) authorized by act of Congress 
(Publie Law 858, June 30, 1948) 

Congressman J, Arthyr Younger’s statement concerning the Pillar Point break- 
water project sets forth briefly a chronological history of legislative and Execu- 
tive acts and orders involving this project. 

The one point of prime importance which I desire to present for your consider- 
ation is that in my humble opinion and judgment this project is worthy and can 
be justified from both the standpoint of dollar-for-dollar investment, as well as 
the establishment of a harbor of refuge for saving of property (light draft 
vessels) and human lives. 

The record of losses in this regard is most startling, shocking. This was but 
recently aptly expressed in an editorial of the San Mateo Times (San Mateo, 
Calif.) on February 8, 1956, from which I quote, viz: 

“* * * many vessels have been wrecked or lost at sea because the projected 
Pillar Point Harbor exists only on paper. The lives of a number of working 
fishermen and sportsmen have been lost because the unprotected port of Prince- 
ton could not offer them safe haven. 

“San Mateo County has lost millions of dollars in fishing, packing, and allied 
industries that it might have had if the breakwater had been a reality. The 
county has lost millions more that might have accrued to it if its 60 miles of 
Pacific Ocean front had offered any refuge for yachtsmen, sports fishermen, and 
others seeking the various forms of aquatic recreation. 

“The losses are not to San Mateo County alone. The county happens to be 
a part of the United States and the Nation is the loser * * * 

“If the present Congress fails to appropriate for this project we might well 
begin to consider the people of San Mateo County political orphans insofar as 
their ability to get a fair return on their Federal tares is concerned. 

“The Nation, California, and this county all need the rapid completion of this 
harbor project. More lives and more vessels lost by failure to do this will stand 
as an unerasable indictment.” [Italic added. ] 

We firmly believe that this project is not only sound from an economic stand- 
point to the people of San Mateo County, to the entire State of California, and 
to the Nation, but is urgently needed as a harbor of refuge for fishermen, fishing 
fleets, and operators of light draft vessels along our coast. This project is oppo- 
site the best fishing area along the coast. 
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The San Mateo County Harbor Commission is prepared, ready, able, and 
willing to meet its share of the cost, and respectfully urges your favorable con- 
sideration for the appropriation of the $53,000 for the final design. 

Admiral Jounsox. LT would like to tell you a little bit about my 
background so that you might underst: ~ my appear ing here. 

I have had 41 years of service in the United States ‘Coast Guard. 
Most of my time was devoted along the harbors of the Great Lakes 
and the east and west coasts. During the war I operated out of Half 
Moon and we lost a couple, and after I retired I went down to the 
coast area on account of my health, I was very sick, and 1 weighed 
only 154 pounds. 

And I saw the need for this, when I saw these fishermen losing their 
boats, and I went to work on it. I was appointed by the people of San 
Mateo County and also by the Governor of the State of California to 
try to get this project which the people had been trying to get for 
38 years—and they had it in the bag in 1948. 

1 beg this committee to give this project consideration for $52,000 
in order that we may try to make a resurvey. 

Thank you very much for this privilege. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you. 

Mr. Youncer. I would like to present Mr. Stevens, Mr. Chairman, 
of the California Boating Council and the California Marine Parks & 
Harbors Association. They recommened this most highly. 

I also want to introduce Neil] Cunningham, who is the attorney. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right. 


STATEMENT OF NEILL CUNNINGHAM 


Mr. Cunnrncuam. I might say that Mr. Stevens represents a num- 
ber of organizations statewide who are sponsoring and who are be 
hind this particular project, and he might tell you what organiza- 
tions he does represent. 

Mr. Stevens. I am the secretary of the California Boating Coun 
cH, which is a statewide organization, taking in both industry and 
the recreational part of boating, and I am also vice president of the 

California Marine Parks & Harbors Association, which is also a state 
ide organization with 100,000 members and which is devoted to the 
creation of refuge harbors, and those two statewide organizations are 
solidly behind this project because of one great reason, and that is 
the loss of life that we have in that area; there is no place for these 
boats to seek refuge. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you very much. 


Success Dam Prosecr 


WITNESSES 


HUGH GORDON, SPRINGVILLE, CALIF. 
WILLIAM DYE, SPRINGVILLE, CALIF. 


STATEMENT OF HUGH GORDON 


Mr. Gorvon. I am Hugh Gordon, a rancher and resident of Spring- 
ville, Calif. I am appearing here as the secretary of the Tule River 
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Soil Conservation District and present a resolution by the board of 
directors of the Tule River Soil Conservation District authorizing me 
to speak as their official representative. 

I wish to request that the item for the appropriation of funds for the 
construction of the Success Dam project be rejected. 

I would like to introduce into the record a statement of policy of 
the Tule River Soil Conservation District adopted at a meeting of 
the board of directors at a meeting March 19, 1956. 

I am here to present to you a comprehensive and economic plan for 
flood control for the entire Tule River as it is advocated by the Tule 

tiver Soil Conservation District. At its own expense the Tule River 
District has retained Mr. Harry Barnes, of Madera, Calif., and Mr. 
Gerald Shawl of Corcoran, Calif. Both of these gentlemen are civil 
engineers licensed by the State of California. They have made a 
preliminary survey and study of a plan for an upstream method of 
flood control on the Tule River. This plan envisions four structures 
constructed by the Corps of Engineers, storing approximately 60,000 
acre-feet in conjunction with approximately 30, ,000 acre-feet of stor age 
in a number of reservoir sites of under 5,000 acre-foot capacity and 
built under the Small Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 
Act of 1954, Public Law 566, 83d Congress. The Tule River Soil Con- 
servation District has an application for planning assistance under 
Public Law 566 which has been approved by the renee of Agri- 
culture. This plan will result in an estimated net storage of 90, 000 
acre-feet and will utilize low-cost lands for the storage basins, much 
of which is public land. I wish to introduce the features of this plan 
and a comparison between it and the Success Dam project into the 
record of this committee. 

Thank you. 

(The document submitted by Mr. Gordon and his prepared state- 
ment are as follows:) 


RESOLUTION No. 15 


Resolved, That we the undersigned, the directors of the Tule River Soil Con- 
servation District on this 24th day of March 1956, do hereby appoint and con- 
stitute Mr. Hugh T. Gordon, secretary of the Tule River Soil Conservation 
District, as our bona fide representative with the authorization to express and 
present the official views of this board in regard to the Success Dam project and 
its effects upon the Tule River watershed. 

TULE River Sort CONSERVATION DistTRICcT, 
R. R. Krvxio0on, President. 

RALPH O. Hit, Director. 

RALPH GILL, Director. 

Wma. Dye, Director. 

WALTER M. McNas, Director. 


STATEMENT OF POLICY OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE TULE River Sort Con- 
SERVATION District ADOPTED AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BoarD OF DIRECTORS 
HELD ON MAkcH 19, 1956 


The Tule River Soil Conservation District was duly organized on March 18, 
1955, under the provisions contained in division 9, of the Public Resources Code 
of the State of California. Its boundaries cover roughly the entire upper Tule 
River watershed in an easterly direction from the Worth Bridge, which is located 
in section 3, township 22 south, range 28 east, Mount Diablo meridian. The 
district is dedicated to the formulation and activation of a coordinated program 
of water and soil conservation within its area. 
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During the latter part of December 1955, the Tule River reached flood stage 
with an estimated flow of 25,000 cubic feet per second at the town of Springville. 
The damage to the area above the Worth Bridge was severe, and is listed as 
follows: 

1. Two bridges destroyed, three damaged, and seven approaches washed out. 

2. Unestimated damage to roads in the area. 

3. The Springville Public Utility District water system crippled for several 
days, and leaving the town without a safe water supply and constituting a 
serious health and fire hazard. 

4. Several residences in Springville damaged and threatened, and several 
families evacuated . 

5. Severe damage to the headworks and intakes of the Graham-Osborn, 
Pleasant Valley, Mount Whitney, and several independent irrigation ditches, 
leaving them unable to serve their respective service areas without expensive 
repairs. 

6. All cross fencing in the river-bottom area destroyed. 

7. Over $25,000 damage to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. powerhouse facility 
on the main fork of the Tule River. 

The Tule River Soil Conservation District recognizes the flood threat on the 
Tule River as a serious one, and is sympathetic to the people of both the upper 
and lower watershed areas who were damaged or threatened by the recent 
floods. The Tule River district believes, however, that there should be a more 
comprehensive plan for overall flood control and protection throughout the 
entire watershed area. The Tule River district does not believe in any plan 
which is designed to protect the lower areas exclusively and makes no provi- 
sion whatsoever for the protection of the upper areas. The residents of the 
upper area suffer their proportionate share of flood damages, and are entitled 
to equal protection with the lower areas. In plans so far proposed, the entire 
emphasis has been placed on protection for the lower areas to the exclusion 
of any consideration of the necessities of the upper watershed for flood-control 
protection. 

The Corps of Army Engineers has recently concurred in the opinion of the 
Tule River district that a series of structures could provide more complete flood 
control over a wider area than will be possible with the single structure pres- 
ently planned. The corps now recognizes the existence of eight possible reser- 
voir sites in the upper watershed area and has stated that it will survey and 
study these sites and others, if provided the funds to do so. The Tule River 
district believes that a series of upstream structures could provide adequate 
flood control for the entire watershed, and that an immediate complete upstream 
analysis is, therefore, warranted. 

The Tule River district as a part of its coordinated watershed program, hag 
now underway an application for assistance from the Federal Government 
under Public Law 566, 83d Congress, the Small Watershed Protection and 
Flood Prevention Act. This application is sponsored by the State Soil Con- 
servation Commission of California, the Tulare County Board of Supervisors, 
the Snringville Chamber of Commerce, and others. This program when put 
into effect could provide an appreciable measure of flood control on the main 
river through numerous small structures and diversions on the tributary 
streams of the Tule River. The approval of the application for planning as- 
sistance under Public Law 566 is being vigorously pressed by the Tule River 
district. The Tule River district recognizes at the same time that the 566 
Program is only a partial answer to flood control and that large structures on 
the main forks of the river would definitely be necessary for overall protection. 

The California State Division of Water Resources has stated that it would be 
of advantage if all claims by water users on the entire watershed could be studied 
and settled before construction is begun on any structure. Such a settlement 
prior to the inauguration of any program of construction would eliminate the 
possibility of years of expensive legal controversy between the water users of 
the Tule River, and would definitely be to the advantage of all parties concerned. 
In this regard, the Tule River district is presently working with the State 
division of water resources in an effort to get all of the upstream claims be fore 
the division at an early date so that partial resolution of this very impoitint 
problem may be reached in the near future. 

In view of the above, the Tule River Soil Conservation District is opposed 
to the immediate construction of any flood-control structures on the Tule River, 
and will be so opposed until a comprehensive investigation has been made of the 
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possibilties of flood sturage on the upper reaches of the Tule River. In regard 
to the proposed Success Dam, far too many questions of vital importance remain 
unanswered. As far as the merits of a substitute upstream method of flood 
control are concerned, it is our view that a complete survey and study should 
be immediately undertaken by the Corps of Engineers and other cooperating 
agencies, before any final conclusions are drawn concerning the most economical 
and comprehensive method of controlling floods on the Tule River. The Tule 
River Soil Conservation District is not opposed to the Success Dam project, 
however, for the sole reason that it does not afford any flood protection to the 
upper watershed, but also because the district believes that in the best interests 
of the residents of the Tule River district, the irrigators dependent upon the use 
of Tule River water, the people of Tulare County and the people of the State of 
California, a more complete resolution of all of the problems involved should 
be reached before there is any expenditure of public funds for the construction 
of any flood-control structures on the Tule River watershed. 


COMPARISON OF UPSTREAM FLGOD-CONTROL STRUCTURES AND THE Success DAM 
PROJECT 


1. Cost of Success Dam project (as of January 1955 and under detailed review 
by the Corps of Engineers as of January 20, 1956) : $13,900,000. 

2. Cost of the four upstream reinforced concrete structures using cost data 
obtained by Mr. Barnes from the State engineer’s office in Sacramento: 
$10,659,000. 

3. Comparison of storage capacities: 

Success Dam: 75,000 acre-feet. 
Four upstream dams: 59,700 acre-feet. 

4. Lands involved: 

Success Dam: 3,000 acres of private lands—35 orchard, 1,910 agricul- 
tural, 1,055 grazing. 

Four upstream dams: 967 acres—650 acres of private lands used as 
pasture and grazing lands, and 307 acres of public lands of the Tule River 
Indian Reservation and the Sequoia National Forest. 

5. Costs of lands involved: 

Success Dam: $1,022,400 as of the Corps of Engineers planning report 
of January 1955 of the Success Dam project. 

Four upstream dams: $58,500 for 650 acres at $90 per acre (using 
the same basis of estimating the value as the Corps of Engineers). It 
is assumed there would be no charge for the 307 acres of public lands. 

In addition, it should be noted that there will not be the large number of 
homes and residents displaced by the upstream dams. 

6. Engineer Shawl expressed the opinion that Engineer Barnes has been 
very liberal in his cost estimates for the reinforced concrete structures and that 
the use of dirt-fill type of construction would result in a considerable saving 
over the concrete type of construction. 

7. A detailed physical survey and corings, etc., has not been done at this time. 

8. This plan together with the Public Law 566 program for dams under 5,000 
acre-feet (which are estimated at 30,000 acre-feet total capacity) will result in 
over 90,000 acre-feet of flood storage on the watershed. 


TULE River Sort CONSERVATION DISTRICT 


UPSTREAM FLOOD CONTROL STRUCTURES 


Locations, specifications, and costs by Mr. Harry Barnes, licensed civil engi- 
neer, Madera, Calif. 

Physical survey and verification of Mr. Barnes’ work by Mr. Gerald Shawl, 
licensed civil engineer. Corcoran, Calif. 

All structures of reinforced concrete construction. 

1. Bear Creck site—Located in NWY%NW% sec. 18-20-30. Capacity is 11,500 
acre-feet and will flood 180 acres in T. 20 S., R. 30 E. Dam is 160 feet high and 
800 feet long. 

Cost, $2,480,000. 
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2. North Tule site—Located in NWY%4SE%% sec. 23, T. 20 S., R. 29 E. Capacity 
is 16,000 acre-feet, and will flood 250 acres in sees. 14 and 23, T. 20 8., KR. 29 B 
Dam is 170 feet high and 1,200 feet long. 

Cost, $3,890,000. 

3. South Tule site—Located in the NWY4NWY sec. 15, T. 22 S., R. 29 E 
Capacity is 10,600 acre-feet, and will flood 22 acres in sec. 15, T. 22 8., R. 29 B 
Dam is 180 feet high and 1,500 feet long. 

Cost, $2,990,000, 

4. Indian site.—Located in the SW44SE% sec. 11, T. 22 8., R. 29 FE. Capacity 
is 21,600 acre-feet and will flood 307 acres in secs. 11 and 12, T. 22 8., R. 29 BE 
Dam is 110 feet high and 780 feet long. 

Cost, $1,290,000. 

All structures have 10-foot freeboard above-normal storage level with allow 
ance of 5 feet of depth for spillway. 

All townships are Mount Diablo base and meridian. 

Sites Nos. 1, 2, and 3 were designated as storage sites by the Corps of Engineers 
in a Map sent to Mr. Barnes by the Corps in December 1955. Thus, despite claims 
to the contrary, the Corps does recognize the existence of feasible upstream 
sites. 
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DIVISION OF WATER RESOURCES, 
Department of Public Works, State of California: 
Quotation from Floods of 1955, by Harvey ©. Banks, State engineer, January 
31, 1956: 
rie of 14,000 acre-feet would have controlled the flow in 1955 to 1,600 
cubie feet per second which was 13,900 cubic feet per second.” 
Mr. Kirwan. That completes your statement? 
Mr. Gorpon. That completes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Kirwan. All right, thank you. 
Mr. Davis. Is there something here that would show us a comparison 
between the plan you are recommending and the Success Dam project ¢ 
Mr. Gorvon. Yes, sir, I have a comparison there at the cal of the 
group of papers. 
Mr. Davis. Yes, I see. 
Mr. Gorpon. Mr. Dye would like to make a statement. 
Mr. Kirwan. All right. 
















STATEMENT OF WILLIAM DYE 






Mr. Dye. I am William Dye, a resident of Springville, Calif. I 
am a rancher and I am appearing here as a citizen, as a director of 
the Tule River Soil Conservation District and as a representative of 
the Springville Chamber of Commerce. My appearance here is 
being paid for by the contributions of my neighbors residing within, 
above, and below the proposed Success Dam site. I present a resolu- 
tion from the Springville Chamber of Commerce and would like to 
insert into the record a reprint from one of our local newspapers. 

I specifica!ly request that the requested appropriation of construc- 
tion funds for the Success Dam project be rejected by this committee. 

May I present the following facts: 

1. In 1950 the Tule River flooded at a record crest of 32,000 cubic 
feet per second. At this time the city of Porterville was not flooded, 
despite the fact the Corps of Engineers contended prior to that time 
that a 16,000 cubic feet per second flow would flood the city. 

2. In December of last year the Tule River flooded at a crest of 
approximately 25,000 cubic feet per second. Again the city of Porter- 
ville was not flooded. 
75294—56—pt. 1 
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The Corps of Engineers has recently changed the cost-benefit 
ratio of the Success project. from 0.89 to 1.0, to 1.3 to 1.0. This i in- 
crease, in our opinion, in view of the fact that the method used in 
assessing the actual damages of the flood of 1955-56 depended to a 
large degree upon the mood of the landholders so affected ; in view of 
the fact that the project cost itself has been increased nearly $4 million 
since 1953 (from $10,106,000 to $13,900,000) ; and in view of the fact 
“ the latest flood crested at a lower figure than that of 1950. 

The proponents of the Success Dam have tied this project closely 
in With the Terminus Dam project on the Kaweah River 25 miles to 
the north. I wish to emphasize that the two projects are distinct and 
separate and flood conditions existing in and around the city of 
Visalia on the Kaweah River are not in any way connected with the 
Tule River and the Success Dam project. 

The Tule River Channel below the Success site has been in- 
creasingly encroached upon by farming operations on both sides. At 
the present time channel capacity is exceeded by a relatively small flow 
of water intheriver. If adequate channel capacity had been provided 
below Porterville there would have been no flooding during periods 
of high water. 

In view of these facts it is difficult to see how the Success Dam is 
justified on the grounds that it is for the general public benefit. The 
amount of public support for the project at this time stems from the 
great desire of the general public for a flood-control plan and is not 
based upon the particul ar merits of the Success project itself. ee, 
the amount of dollar damages assessed to the flood depended u 
estimates by affected landholders whose feeling at the time were un oq 


standably biased. I stress that the proponents of the Success Dam 
attempt to tie the dam and the city of Porterville to the Terminus 
Dam project and the actual flooding of the city of Viaslia has been 
deliberately done to confuse this committee. 

I wish to thank you for your attention. 

(The material submitted by Mr. Dye follows :) 


SPRINGVILLE, CALIF., March 26, 1956. 
HuGu Gorpon, 
Raleigh Hotel, Washington, D. C.: 
Executive committee goes on record opposing Success Dam in favor of upstream 
dams on Tule. 
A. O. GRISWOLD, 
Chairman, Springville Farm Bureau Center. 


Data FROM THE RECORDS OF THE COUNTY COMMITTEE, AGRICULTURAL STABILIZA- 
TION AND CONSERVATION, TULARE COUNTY, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


1. Agricultural conservation, payments for F-3 conservation practices. F-3 
practices are flood damaged lands and repairs. 

As of March 16, 1956, there were 196 applications for assistance received and 
processed ; $74,173.46 had been granted from the regular F-3 funds; $31,495 had 
been granted from the emergency F-3 funds. 

It will please be noted that these figures are for Tulare County as a whole 
and cover both the Tule River and the Kaweah River. 

This data was compiled for the Tule River Soil Conservation District by the 
office of the United States Soil Conservation Service in Visalia, Calif. 
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RESOLUTION OprostInGc FURTHER APPROPRIATIONS FOR Success Dam 


Whereas the proposed Success Dam will not solve the flood problem of the 
town of Springville and the surrounding areas above the proposed dam site; and 

Whereas the December 1955 flood caused thousands of dollars in damage in the 
area above Success Dam site; and 

Whereas the Corps of Army Engineers signified their willingness to conduct 
an upstream flood-control survey if money was made available ; and 

Whereas since the December 1955 floor the area above Success Dam site has 
been ignored by county, State, and Government officials as to its dire need for 
flood control; and 

Whereas we believe that an upstream flood-control program will provide flood 
control for the entire watershed of the Tule River: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Springville Chamber of Commerce opposes appropriations 
for the construction of Success Dam until] an upstream flood-control survey has 
been made. 

Unanimously passed by the directors of the Springville Chamber of Commerce, 
January 17, 1956. 

DorotHy Dye, President. 


To Whom It May Concern: 
Mr. William Dye is hereby designated to appear before your committee in 
opposition to further appropriations for the proposed Success Dam. 
DorotHuy Dye, 
President, Chamber of Commerce, Springville, Calif. 


[Editorial reprint from Porterville Record, December 14, 1952] 


Buiitp Success DAM AND PROTECT SOUTHEASTERN TULARE COUNTY 


Success Dam, on Tule River, should be built now. Porterville needs it as a 
protection against flood damage and the surrounding trade area needs it also. 


Qongressman Werdel should do all he can to get an appropriation and we 
believe he will. 

The United States Army engineers, who make surveys in different parts of 
California and the United States, have decided that a flood control and irriga- 
tion dam is necessary here on Tule River and their decision is enough. Apart 
from this, we have the opinion of our own good and capable engineer, Irvin Alt- 
house, who knows the situation and knows that the dam is a necessity. Nothing 
but the dam will guarantee Porterville against future floods that might bring 
disaster. Floods have caused damages in parts of Porterville and in different 
districts nearby in years past, and have damaged many acres of farm land. 

This editorial is written in answer to questions from different ones who have 
considered this a matter for the people to decide at the ballot box. This is not 
the case. It is not a question of voting for or against the Tule River Success 
Dam at an election. It is a protection which the United States Government 
gives to different communities for future irrigation and flood control. The 
engineers decide it and then it is up to Congress to make appropriations for the 
building of the project. 

It will not cost the people of Porterville or Tulare County any money at all. 
It is all paid by the United States and Porterville will not be out anything, 
with a great deal to gain. If the cost should be $10 million or any exorbitant 
tigure that has been thrown to the wind, it is not for Porterville to worry about. 
Uncle Sam pays the bill and Porterville will benefit by a large payroll of men 
employed for several years. Apart from this there would naturally be the pur- 
chase of some of the supplies from mercbants here. We need the dam and must 
work for it. We want the payroll as well as further agricultural development 
and flood protection which will accrue. 

We realize there are a few who may be forced to sell some land to the United 
States. This we are informed is ony a small acreage. It is because dams are 
constructed by the Government under the law of eminent domain. When this 
is done the land owners are well paid for their land by negotiation, or if an 
agreement cannot be reached, the judge who tries the case would allew a libers' 
price. There are plenty of court records to prove this. 
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It has been said that Bartlett Park on the Tule River will be destroyed. 
Yes, it would be under water as we see it now, but recreational areas on the 
shores of the lake will take its place. An example of this is at Lake Yosemite, 
5 miles east of Merced. Lake Yosemite is primarily an irrigation reservoir. On 
its shore is a boathouse and boats to rent. Shade trees and picnic places there 
are a plenty. People go there from many miles around from that part of the 
San Joaquin Valley for swimming, boating, fishing, and different outdoor sports 

The Recorder has published statements of both sides of this matter. It is 
now more emphatic than ever that the dam should be built and is not only 
necessary but will be of great benefit to southeastern Tulare County. 

About a year ago when ceremonies were held at the official opening of the 
Friant-Kern Canal at Friant Dam, Governor Warren addressed a large gathering 
of people in which he strongly urged conservation of natural resources in Califor- 
nia with water as the pnramount issue. He said that population would continue 
to increase in Californiu and it is absolutely necessary to conserve every inch of 
water possible. 

The City Council of Porterville, the city manager and city engineer, realize 
the necessity of this dam and the great benefits to accrue. The Recorder hopes 
and believes they will remain firm in asking for an appropriation from the 
United States Government for this project. 

While the city council has shown good judgment in this matter and has been 
taking proper steps, they should be given every assistance possible by the citizens 
of Porterville as well as from all parts of southeastern Tulare County. There 
should be a Success Dam association formed of citizens of Porterville and from 
the farming community so as to promote proper expression of the necessity, as 
well as the good to accrue to the public on the whole from this project. 

The United States Ariny engineers who have spent considerable time on a 
complete survey in years past are good, honest, and competent men. They are 
experts on such matters since it is work which they have done in many places 
over many years. It is reasonable to believe that the flood danger will increase 
as time goes on. Riverbeds do fill up. We have no dredger here to dredge out 
the Tule River bed. As the bed fills with sand as a natural consequence, it 
is very plain that more floods will result. 

When the Army engineers were in Porterville about a year ago and held a 
public meeting at the city hall, a representative of 80 farmers west of Porterville 
stated that he was authorized to make it plain to the public that these 80 farmers 
wanted the Success Dam built and that it was strongly needed both for flood 
control and irrigation. 

The Suecess Dam will conserve a large amount of water for more irrigation 
than we have now. It will be needed more in the future. Whether or not all 
the water rights on Tule River are now taken up, the dam will conserve and 
make available a large amount of water that is now going to waste. This has all 
been taken into consideration by the United States Army engineers. 

Progress and development of Porterville and southeastern Tulare county must 
not stop. 

Mr. Kirwan. That completes your statement ? 

Mr. Dye. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davis. What is the difference between the division of water 
resources and the water resources board ? 

Mr. Gorpon. The division of water resources is a branch of the 
department of public works and is a subdivision of the actual State 
government. The division of water resources specifically has as its 
job to handle all of the water claims in the State and to establish 
licenses and permits for the use of that water by the applicants. 
That is their main job. 

The State water resources board is a political body. The members 
of that are appointed and it studies specifically water projects and 
flood-control projects advocated in the State of California and yearly 
makes a recommendation to the Congress. It has, of course, a group 
of engineers and they study these projects from the feasible point of 
view and those they find are justitfied, they recommend to the Con- 
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gress the part of the President’s budget. It is a political body ap- 
pointed by the governor. 

The other one is an actual subdivision of the State government of 
the State of California. 

Mr. Kirwan. We thank you both for your appearance. 


Haypen Lake Unirr, Raraprum Prarem Provgecr, Ipano 
WITNESS 


HON. GRACIE PFOST, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF IDAHO 


Mr. Kirwan. We have with us Congresswoman Gracie Pfost. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am here to make an 
unusual request of you—to ask that a sum not to exceed $520,000 be 
made available toward emergency rehabilitation of the Hayden Lake 
unit, Rathdrum Prairie project, Idaho, to be repaid in full under 
terms and conditions satisfactory to the Secretary of the Interior 
and to the water users. This money would rehabilitate the badly 
deteriorated portions of the project which serves an irrigable area of 
1,355 acres near the city of Coeur d’Alene in northern Idaho. 

This is an emergency situation, or I would not ask the committee to 
take this unusual course. The emergency is beyond the proportions 
of local aid and local financing. In 1954 a windstorm blew down the 
Hayden Lake water tank serving both the domestic water and irri- 
gation systems. Since that time there has been very little surplus 
water for pressure. Last summer some of the crops literally dried 
up and blew away. If another dry spell comes, thea will do so again. 

Because of the urgency of the situation it is important that the re- 
habilitation work be started as soon as possible. If the legislation 
is allowed to take its normal course the rehabilitation work could prob- 
ably not even be started until the summer of 1957—and maybe not 
then. 

The finding of feasibility report on this project is in the Bureau of 
Reclamation in Washington. It was given priority by the Boise 
office of the Bureau, and rushed to W: ashington on March 15. The 
proposed Joan is a sound one. Water users will be able to pay it out 
in 47 years. There is good economic justification for it—the benefit- 
to-cost ratio is estimated to be 4.25 to 1. 

The plan of rehabilitation is simple. It involves a small pumping- 
plant and a pipe distribution system—1,450 feet of older concrete pipe 
would be replaced with new steel pipe. Hayden Lake would continue 
to be the source of water supply. There are no dams, reservoirs, 
powerplants, or other facilities involved. The reconstructed system 
would provide an adequate irrigation supply for the presently irri- 
gated acreage plus an additional 316 dry acres whose owners have 
asked to be included in the district. This means a total of 1,355 acres 
would be affected. 

There is ample precedent for making funds available for a loan to 
an irrigation district in this manner. In 1953, similar emergency 
situations arose in the Avondale and Dalton Irrigation Districts, which 
lie immediately adjacent to the Rathdrum project. The Congress 
wrote into an appropriation bill the funds to loan $267,000 to the 
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Dalton Irrigation District and $221,000 to the Avondale Irrigation 
District to rehabilitate their water systems. This total sum of $488,000 
approximates the amount I am requesting here today. 

Construction was begun almost immediately upon appropriation 
of funds for both the Avondale and Dalton districts. These districts 
are flourishing again, and the people are paying back dollar for dollar 
the money the Government loaned them—just as the people of the 
Hayden Lake unit will do. 

Again, 1 emphasize that I am suggesting this unusual procedure 
because of the urgency of the situation. The feasibility investigation 
was undertaken on an emergency basis, but the time that has been 
gained by pushing the field w ork will be lost here in W ashington if we 
have to wait for all of the wheels to turn and the request for funds to 
come before the Congress in the usual way 

In closing my discussion of this problem, I want to say that I know 
this area well. The land there is rich and fertile, and with adequate 
water any type of crop which can be produced in northern Idaho can 
be produced there. I am personally acquainted with many of the 
residents of the district. They are substantial citizens, willing and 
able to repay this obligation. 

I sincerely hope, therefore, that you members of the committee will 
make available emergency funds so the land can be properly irrigated, 
and the people who own homes and farms can continue to live there. 

Officials of the Bureau of Reclamation will be able to answer any 
specific questions you gentlemen may have on this project when they 
testify before you in April. 

Thank you very much for your courtesy. 

Mr. Kirwan. All right; that completes your statement? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes, unless there are some questions you would like to 
ask ¢ 

Mr. Magnuson. You said at the beginning of your statement that 
you were here to make an unusual request of us. I just want to observe 
that there is really nothing very unusual about asking for some money 
that is not in the budget. It happens every day. 

Mrs. Prosr. Maybe that was the wrong terminology, but I have not 
made a habit of making such a request. 

Mr. Kirwan. This project is right on the border of Washington? 

Mrs. Prost. It is a little east, about 15 miles east of the Washington 
boarder. 

Mr. Kirwan. It is a lumber town, is it not? 

Mrs. Prost. Lumbering is a major industry in the area, but the lands 
affected are nestled in a little valley surrounding the beautiful Hayden 
Lake in the First Congressional District, and are largely small farms. 

Mr. Davis. I think you have that big training station around there, 
do you not ? 

Ms. Prosr. Yes. This area is only about 25 miles from the Geiger 
Training Center near Spokane. 

Most of the farmers supplement their incomes by working part 
time at other jobs. 





Wennespay, Marcu 28, 1956. 
Los Ancetes County FLoop Controi Prosectr 


WITNESS 


HON. PATRICK J. HILLINGS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Kirwan. Congressman Hillings, you may proceed. 

Mr. Hitires. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, you have already re- 
ceived the necessary factual information concerning the flood control 
needs in my congressional district. The purpose of my statement is to 
emphasize the fact that this fast growing area needs special attention 
at this time. I particularly wish to emphasize the West Covina situa- 
tion where recent heavy rains caused considerable hardship on 
thousands of new residents of that area. I wish to file a resolution 
passed by the West Covina City Council in this regard. 

I urge that this committee visit my congressional district and survey 
the flood hazards in person. It is difficult for those in other parts of the 
country to realize what tremendous growth has taken place in the 
eastern section of Los Angeles County. I am convinced that if the 
members of this committee could see the need at first hand, quick ap- 
proval for full and complete flood protection would be authorized. 

I wish to thank the committee for the assistance you have given the 
people of my congressional district in the past, particularly in the 
completion of San Antonio and Whittier Narrows Dams. These 
dams, together with flood control channels now under construction, 


will help to make it possible for nearly 500,000 people in California’s 
25th Congressional District to live, work, and plan their futures with- 
out fear of disastrous floods. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Congressman Hillings. 

(The resolution referred to is as follows:) 


RESOLUTION No. 750 


A resolution of the city council of the city of West Covina, county of Los Angeles, 
State of California, requesting the Congress of the United States to budget the 
necessary funds for the immediate construction of Walnut Creek system of the 
comprehensive plan for control and conservation of floodwaters in the said 
county of Los Angeles, Calif. 


The City Council of the city of West Covina does resolve as follows: 
“SECTION 1 


“Whereas the cities of the east San Gabriel Valley and various interested civic 
vroups have studied the comprehensive plan for the control and conservation of 
floodwaters in the county of Los Angeles, State of California; and 

Whereas the Whittier Narrows Reservoir Basin will be completed this year; 
and 

Whereas the entire east San Gabriel Valley is now developing as a metropolitan 
community at a phenomenal rate; and 

Whereas the present washes are entirely inadequate to discharge the runoff 
from capital storms and are thus endangering human lives and property ; and 

Whereas a comprehensive plan for control and conservation of floodwaters 
for the county of Los Angeles was approved and authorized by the Congress of 
the United States in 1941; and 
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Whereas the Walnut Creek system is a portion of said comprehensive plan and 
the early improvement thereof is vital to the safety of the east San Gabriel 
Valley : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Congress of the United States be and is hereby respectfully 
requested to appropriate the necessary funds for the construction of the Walnut 
Creek system of said comprehensive plan at the next regular session of said 
Congress. 

SECTION 2 


The city clerk shall certify to the adoption of this resolution. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted at an adjourned 
regular meeting of the city council of the city of West Covina, held on the 5th day 
of July 1955, by the affirmative vote of at least three councilmen, to wit: 

Ayes: Councilman Kay, Van Horn, Brown, Sperline. 

Noes: None. 

Absent: Mayor Hurst. 

Rosert FLOTTEN, 
City Clerk of the City of West Covina. 

Signed and approved this 5th day of July 1955. 

Joe Hurst, 
Mayor of the City of West Covina. 

Attest: 

ROBERT FLOTTEN, 


City Clerk. 


Maron 28, 1956. 
San Francisco Bay Srupy Prosscr 


WITNESSES 


HON. JOHN F. SHELLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. WILLIAM S. MAILLIARD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Kirwan. Next we will hear Congressmen Shelley and Mail- 
liard of California on the San Francisco Bay project. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN F. SHELLEY 


Mr. Suetiry. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
want to thank you for giving me this opportunity to support an appro- 
priation of $410,000 requir ed by the Corps <= Army Engineers to com- 
plete construction of a scale model of the San Francisco Bay study 
project within the next fiscal year 

This scale model is an vaential part of a project which has been 
close to my heart for a great many years, and one which I have sup- 
ported in Congress on repeated occasions in the past. It is a plan 
which has captured the imagination of the vast majority of my con- 
stituents in San Francisco as well as their neighbors in surrounding 
areas whose lives will be immeasurably improved by its successful 
completion. As such, it has aroused widespread interest among the 
people of northern and central California, and it has received the en- 
dorsement of the majority of the officials of towns and cities in the 
region, as well as their Representatives in Congress. As an indication 
of this interest and support, I am submitting for your consideration a 
letter which I have received from Mr. John R. McGrath, clerk of the 
board of supervisors of the city and county of San Francisco. This 
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letter states that the board voted unanimously to support the contem- 
plated appropriation for the San Francisco Bay survey. This letter 
1s typical of the sentiments expressed in the community and through- 
out the entire bay area by civic organizations and the press in support 
of this plan. 

The Bureau of the Budget has approved a request for $410,000 for 
fiscal 1957 to complete construction work on the model of the bay which 
is being built in a warehouse on land owned by the Corps of Engineers 
at Sausalito, Calif., across the bay from San Francisco, As you un- 
doubtedly recall, Congress appropriated $250,000 last year which per- 
mitted construction of the model to be initiated, and negotiations 
completed with the United States Coast and Geodetic Survey to make 
a hydrographic survey of San Francisco Bay and Golden Gate for 
model and other study purposes. This appropriation permitted com- 
pletion on schedule of the work of clearing the warehouse to be used 
for construction of the model. It also made it possible to initiate 
preliminary work on the model itself, as well as many other necessary 
studies which are essential to a successful completion of the project. 

When this model is completed, which is estimated to be some time 
in 1960, it will serve as the basis of an overall survey of the San Fran- 
cisco Bay and its surrounding area. It will implement a comprehen- 
sive plan for the full economic development of the bay area, with its 
port and navigation facilities, as well as means by which water and 
other resources which are not now being utilized to the best advantage 
may be conserved and controlled. Until this project is completed it 
will be impossible to determine the defense needs of the area, nor to 
lay plans for the general economic future of the entire surrounding 
region. Thus, as you can readily understand, many long-range plans 
essential to the welfare of northern California have been kept hanging 
in the air or left in abeyance. 

In view of the constantly changing picture in the San Francisco 
Bay area, it is necessary to realize that in order to obtain the maximum 
value from the survey and the investment it represents, the work must 
be completed on schedule.’ As I stated previously, the target date is 
set for some time in 1960, based on the actual funds which have been 
received to date and those anticipated. The first step in the survey, 
naturally, is to complete the working model of the bay. In order to 
illustrate this point, I would like to quote Col. John A. Graf, San 
Francisco district engineer, of the Corps of Engineers, United States 
Army, who wrote last year: 

I wish to confirm your understanding that the current priority item for orderly 
progress on this study is the completion of a scale model of the bay. Since the 
conclusions of this investigation will be based largely on the model study find- 
ings, any delay in its construction will defer completion of the report. 

The State of California is vitally interested and actively cooperating 
in this project. The nine particular counties surrounding San Fran- 
cisco Bay are keenly interested in the survey’s findings for a variety 
of reasons, some of which are very pressing. One very real problem, 
for example, is the fact that large amounts of soil are being washed 
down California’s rivers. These counties are concerned with the feasi- 
bility of establishing fresh-water lakes, a study of salt-water intrusion 
into fresh-water aquifers, the effect of the tidal-prism reduction on the 
San Francisco Bar and entrance channel and sedimentation of the 
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bay and the effect. which barriers might have in correcting this situa- 
tion. At the present time, sedimentation and silt afford an enormous 
problem to the bay area because of the fact that ship channels are 
gradually being filled in. In order to properly study these and other 
problems not susceptible to analytical method, it is necessary to 
complete construction of this comprehensive model of the bay area. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, in view of the 
enormous importance of this project to the future of California, I re- 
spectfully urge you to approve the $410,000 appropriation so that it 
may be allow ed to progress on schedule. California is growing and 
developing at a fantastic rate of speed es is in need of the sort of 
farsighted planning which this project represents. The realization 
of major development plans under consideration by the State and local 
governmental agencies are contingent upon the findings of this survey. 
T feel that the money appr opriated to date by Congress for this project 
has been spent wisely and well. Furthermore, ‘I contend that this 
investment has committed the Federal Government to a continuance 
and completion of the survey of which this model is an essential part. 
Any delay whatsoever would represent false economy and a lack of 
foresight upon the part of Congress. Changing conditions make it 
more efficient and economical to adhere to the engineering schedule and 
complete construction of the model during the 1957 fise: al year. A 
delay could not be construed as economy since the value ‘obtained 
from the survey would depreciate as time goes on. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your subcommittee’s indulgence in this 
matter. I will be grateful for the sober consideration T know that 
you will give this s request and I urge strongly that a $410,000 appro- 
priation for the San Francisco Bay model be included in your final 
recommendations. 


(The letter referred to follows:) 
Marca 20, 1956. 
Hon. JoHN F. SHELLEY, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. O. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SHELLEY: At yesterday’s meeting of the board of super- 
visors a motion was duly made, seconded and carried by unanimous vote that it 
be the policy of the city and county to support the contemplated appropriation 
for the San Francisco Bay survey. 

The members of the board hope that you will find it possible to transmit their 
endorsement of this proposal to appropriate officials and agencies. They are 
convinced that it is of tremendous importance to the welfare and continued 
progress of the San Francisco Bay area. 

Yours very truly, 
JOHN R. McGratuH, 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, City and County of San Francisco. 


STATEMENT OF HON, WILLIAM 8S. MAILLIARD 


Mr. Marmusarp. Mr. Chairman, I was very gratified by the budget 
recommendation of $410,000 for the Corps of Engineers survey of the 
San Francisco Bay area. 

Those of us from northern California are well aware of the long- 
range importance of this relatively minor expenditure. In the light 
of our present and anticipated population increases, our water con- 





servation, transportation and navigation problems will continue to 
grow in complexity and importance. Recognizing this, the 83d Con- 
gress approved this survey to bring the many facets of bay area de- 
velopment into clear focus as to their individual and interrelated 
needs. 

Justification for the survey has been previously presented to and 
accepted by the Congress. The important thing now is to provide the 
necessary yearly funds to bring the project. to its earliest, most bene- 
ficial and most economical completion. Because many of the prob- 
lems are in almost continuous flux, data relating to them must be col- 
lected in a comparatively short while in order to provide a sound basing 
period which will reflect a true evaluation of each aspect of the survey 
as it relates to others. Only with maximum progress on the survey 
can its maximum benefit be attained. It would be false economy, 
indeed, to slow its progress by less than adequate appropriations, 
thereby lessening the value of its end result. Neither would it be eco- 
nomical to delay the completion of a survey on which the proper plan- 
ning of a wealth of pending bay area development depends. 

The survey will provide the bedrock on which we can build our 
orderly development for the future. Marine navigation will have a 
better identification of tides and currents, as well as a proper per- 
spective on the matter of wharfage growth potential. Tied to this are 
considerations as to the locations and needs of additional bay cross- 
ings for motor-vehicle use. Studies as to salt-water barrier protection 
of fresh water sources will be of broad significance to natural re- 
source development throughout most of northern California. And, 
of course, the strategic location of the area, speaking both militarily 
and in the field of civil defense, lends obvious emphasis to the need 
for appropriate development of all these matters. 

As provided in the authorizing enactment, the State of California 
will participate in financing this work. Its readiness and willingness 
have been amply shown. I sincerely hope your committee will give 
full support to the amount requested for the continuation of ‘this 
project. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, gentlemen. 


Marcu 28, 1956. 
Nevapa Frioop Contrrot Prosecr INVESTIGATIONS 


WITNESS 


HON. ALAN BIBLE, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE 
OF NEVADA 


Mr. Kirwan. Our next witness is Senator Bible of Nevada. You 
may proceed, Senator. 

Senator Bratz. Mr. Chairman, I am submitting this statement to 
your subcommittee for the purpose of calling your attention to some 
of the provisions of the Flood Control Act of 1938 in which I am 
vitally interested as they affect my State, and which might otherwise 
possibly escape the attention of the committee. I am particularly 
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interested in those portions of the act that direct investigation of the 

Jarson, West Walker and Truckee Rivers. Since 1938 the Federal 
Government has not fulfilled the requirements of this act in respect to 
these rivers, a contributing result of which has been the devastating 
floods in northwestern Nevada in 1950, 1952, and 1955. 

As you know, the Flood Control Act was passed by the 75th Con- 
gress on June 28, 1938. This act was subsequently incorporated into 
Public Law 761, and provisions for investigation of the rivers men- 
tioned above are contained on page 1125, third session of the 75th 
Congress, volume 52 of the United States Statutes at Large. Since 
this act was passed, the United States Corps of Engineers has made 
limited investigations on these streams; the West Walker in 1940; 
the Truckee and Carson Rivers in 1941 and again in 1946; and the 
Truckee River Channel in December of 1952. 

The infrequency of these investigations has been largely due to the 
lack of adequate funds to perform the work, and it is reasonable to 
assume that had these investigations been completed, flood-control 
measures resulting from the Corps of Engineers’ recommendations 
might have averted the disastrous floods of 1950, 1952, and 1955, or 
the damage resulting from them minimized considerably. The exact 
amount of damage resulting from these floods cannot be exactly 
determined, but the estimate exceeds $10 million. 

The solution to this problem resulting from high-water levels of 
Lake Tahoe, the Carson, West Walker, and Truckee Rivers should be 
brought up to date and completed. This can only be accomplished 
if appropriations sufficient to meet the cost of completing these inves- 
tigations is approved by Congress. I have been advised by the United 
States Corps of Engineers that the overall estimated cost of complet- 
ing investigation of the West Walker River was $75,000. To date 
$18,200 has been appropriated for investigation in previous years, and 
a balance of $56,800 is needed to complete the investigation. Total 
estimated cost of investigation of the Truckee River is $175,000. To 
date $130,000 has been appropriated and $26,500 has been tentatively 
scheduled for investigative purposes in fiscal year 1957. $17,800 is 
needed to complete investigation of the Truckee. The sum of $100,000 
was estimated to conduct investigation of the Carson River. To date 
$58,000 has been appropriated leaving a need for $41,000 to complete 
the investigation. 

Because of the recent floods in northwestern Nevada, and in view 
of the authorization contained in the Flood Control Act of 1938, I 
respectfully request this committee appropriate $116,500, the amount 
needed to complete investigation of these rivers, for the United States 
Corps of Engineers so that this important work can be completed in 
fiscal year 1957. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Senator. 
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Sacramento Sure CANAL 
WITNESS 
RALPH B. DEWEY, PACIFIC AMERICAN STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Kirwan. Our next witness is Ralph Dewey. 

Mr. Dewey. My name is Ralph B. Dewey. I represent the Pacific 
American Steamship Association, a nonprofit association with head- 
quarters in San Francisco, whose members are the 12 major Ameri- 
can-flag deepwater dry-cargo steamship operators serving the ports 
of the Pacific coast. I would like to file the following statement for 
the consideration of the committee. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


My appearance at these proceedings is once again to express opposition of 
the principal west coast ship operators to the unwarranted expenditure of any 
more Federal funds on the Sacramento ship channel. We appreciate that the 
President’s budget asks for $2 million in 1957 appropriations. We appreciate 
further that $500,000 has already been appropriated for the construction of this 
project. However, we feel that as spokesman for the deepwater steamship oper- 
ators, which come and go from the San Francisco Bay ports, that it is our duty 
to call to the attention of the members of this committee once again the economic 
fallacies upon which this project seems to move forward here in Congress. 

As we have pointed out in previous hearings dating as far back as 1948, the 
transportation benefits are highly overstated in that certain completely unrealis- 
tic presumptions have been made concerning ship operations. It costs upward 
of $38,200 per day to operate an American merchant ship in the berth service. 
A diversion to Sacramento of 3 days to pick up 1,000 tons or so of commercial 
cargo cannot repay the ship for its out-of-pocket cost. The net result, as we 
have repeated so many time, is that it will be cheaper for the steamship line 
to absorb trucking costs or rail costs to the central ports of the San Francisco 
Bay than it will be to send ships 90 miles into the interior of the State. In 
our view, if the Congress does not call a halt to the allocation of funds for 
Sacramento ship channel, there will one day be created at Sacramento the most 
expensive yet most unemployed ports in America. It is not too late, nor would 
it be holding up any honest progress of California’s industrial future, to with- 
hold further funds from this project until a more careful and more up-to-date 
survey of its potential can be made. Unfortunately, the original survey of 
Sacramento made in 1946 was based upon projections of 1939 traffic data. Any- 
one familiar with Pacific coast maritime statistics knows that prewar patterns 
have not been consistent in a postwar period. In 1954 the Department of Engi- 
neers amended their 1946 study by simply updating the economic data they had 
presented in 1946, thereby perpetuating the original fallacies, 

Being convinced of the correctness of our economic analysis of the port of 
Sacramento potential, certain maritime interests concerned with the matter have 
commissioned the Stanford Research Institute to conduct an impartial survey 
of the ocean-traflic potential for the Central Valley of California. I am submit- 
ting for the record a copy of that report, which was completed in February of 
1956. The report gives convincing evidence of the potential of ocean traffic in 
the area that would be served by the port of Sacramento, which is expected to 
commence a downward trend in 1960 by reason of the fall-off in ore tonnage 
out of the port of Stockton. A further factor in the reduction will be the cur- 
tailment of rice exports resulting from the resumption of supply for the Japanese 
market from sources which previously served Japan. 

The Stanford report stresses the fact that such cargoes as will be attracted 
to Sacramento will come from other ports in the San Francisco Bay group, 
and that by and large the development of a deepwater port at Sacramento will 
not create additional tonnage. The report also gives serious consideration to 
the effect of the introduction of trailer ships in the intercoastal trade, which will 
soon play a dominant role in traffic to and from the San Francisco Bay area. 
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Trailer. ships require expensive port equipment and trailer-ship owners can be 
expected to minimize the number of ports where such facilities will be con- 
structed, limiting such construction to the volume ports of any given area. The 
research report recognized the development of new Commercial enterprises in 
the Central Valiey, but is doubtful as to the effect most of these enterprises will 
have on outbound ocean traffic. 

It would seem clear that in view of the Stanford Research Institute’s conclu- 
sions and in light of the fallacies inherent in the cost-benefit ratio upon which 
this project was based, that a complete restudy and reevaluation of the Sacra- 
mento deepwater channel is in order. 

In recent days, the California Association of Port Authorities testified before 
the Senate Commerce Committee with regard to the utilization of commercial 
port facilities for nonstrategic military cargoes. In this regard, it was pointed 
out that the California ports have one-half of their capacity unused at the 
present time. In this regard, the bay area ports were stated to have only 
one-half of their capacity utilized at the present time. The wharfage and 
service charges at these ports are now in the process of being raised for the 
simple reason that volume is not commensurate with the increase in overhead 
costs. It is certainly logical that the military establishments in the bay area 
should use these commercial facilities, which are such a vital auxiliary in 
wartime for shipment of nonstrategic merchandise. It is equally illogical that 
the Congress should proceed to throw good money after bad in the Sacramento 
ship channel project, when the existing port facilities in the San Francisco Bay 
area which now adequately serve Sacramento and all other northern California 
industrial and agricultural areas are not being utilized to their economic capacity. 

On behalf of our association, I sincerely appreciate the opportunity to once 
again call to the attention of this committee the unqualified opposition of our 
members for the construction of $30 or $40 million port project in the face of 
uneconomic Current use of existing port facilities in the same area. 


FEDERAL POWEK AND WATER PROGRAMS 


Mr. Kirwan. The following statement was received for committee 


consideration and we will insert it in the record at this point. 
(Statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JAMES G. PATTON, PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL FARMERS UNION, 
IN R&GARD TO FEDERAL POWER AND WATER PROGRAMS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I wish to present the official 
views of our organization in regard to Federal participation in developing re- 
sources of entire river valiey basins with emphasis on tlood control, electric 
power, navigation, and water for residential and industrial use. Our organ- 
ization fuvors comprehensive multipurpose development of the resources in 
every major river basin in the Nation. We believe such development is in the 
interest oi all citizens regardless of the nature of their occupation. The well- 
being of all whether in city or town is closely related to the conservation and 
wise use of the water in our great river basins. The need for the conservation 
and wise use of water has become a national problem in the last few years. 

The magnitude of consumption of water in the United States is almost beyond 
our conception. A large paper mill requires 50 million gallons of water a 
day, more than enough to supply a day’s water needs for a city of half a million. 
Streaim piauls generating electric power use from 600 to 1,000 times as much 
water as coal. It takes 18 barrels of water to produce a barrel of oil, 25 gallons 
to p.ouuce a gallon of aviation gas, 250 tons of water to make a ton of steel or a 
ton of sulfate woodpulp, and it takes 42 gallons of water to produce a pound 
of ruLber, and 1,000 gallons to produce a pound of rayon. In the United States, 
the average use of water per person is about 1,300 gallons a day. 

Members of the National Farmers Union, particularly those residing in the 
arid areas and in areas which are frequently subject to disastrous droughts, 
are interested in the conservation of water not only for personal and agricul- 
tural use but for the production of electric power. An expanded electric power 
capacity is needed not only for the well-being and prosperity of our farmers but 
in order to assure a strong America. We must have vastly expanded electric 
power capacity to assure a dynamic industrial economy which will meet the 
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needs of not only industrial and agricultural production but of national defense. 

In June 1952, the President’s Materials Policy Commission stated that “to 
assist the economy to expand normally and to assure the national security, the 
United States by 1975 must have a supply of fuels and electricity, roughly 
twice as much as it used in 1950.” The Commission further stated that the 
demand for electricity would increase by 260 percent before 1975; from 380 
billion kilowatt-hours in 1950 to something like 14,000 billion kilowatt-hours 
in 1975. 

Experience since this study was made indicates that these estimates were 
very conservative. In the Pacific Northwest, the Bonneville Power Adminis- 
tration estimates that the present loads in that area will approximately double 
by 1965. It is expected that the power shortage in the Northwest will become 
critical in the next 5 or 6 years. Without new hydro projects the area will 
experience rapidly rising power deficiencies, reaching possibly 1,355,000 kilo- 
watts by 1955-56. Other areas in the Nation are experiencing power defi- 
ciencies or will experience them in a few years. In a recent annual report 
submitted to the President and the Congress, the Tennessee Valley Authority 
estimated that there would be a shortage in its service area of about 500,000 
kilowatts by 1958. 

in areas Where no Federal power programs exist, there is reason to believe 
that industrial and agricultural development has lagged because of the lack of 
low cost power. In the Northwest a relatively high proportion of the popula- 
tion own electric ranges and other electric appliances. Utilities in that region 
report that three-fourths of their customers own electric ranges, two-thirds 
electric hot water heaters, and about three times as much electricity is con- 
sumed in the area as in the Nation as a whole. In the Tennessee Valley the 
pereentage of homes using electric ranges is about 244 times the average for the 
Nation and the percentage of consumers using electric water heaters is almost 
8 times the national average. Low-cost power has greatly stimulated the elec- 
trie appliance industry. About $1,500 million worth of household electric appli- 
ances have been sold in the Tennessee Valley since World War II. 

We do not wish to labor the indirect beneficial effects of low cost power on 
industries and on all types of businesses. Our primary interest is in the farmer 
and the farm depression which exists over widespread areas of the United 
States. However, we suggest the committee take cognizance of the obvious 
effects of Federal power programs on other segments of our economy. Business, 
we feel, has prospered because of Federal power programs. Industry today is 
using electric low cost power on a vast scale in the manufacture of aluminum 
and other metals. The following table indicates the enormous amounts of 
electric power needed by electrometallurgical and electrochemical industries: 


Approvimate kilowatt-hours required per ton 
Product: 


40, 000 

18, 000 
95 percent silicon metal 17, 500 
Electrolytic magnesium 16, 000 
35 percent hydrogen peroxide 16, 000 
Electrolytic manganese 10, 200 
Silicon carbide ; 8, 600 
70 percent ferrotungsten 7, 600 
Sodium chlorate : 5, 200 
Phosphoric acid 3, 900 
Electrolytic zine 3, 400 
Chlorine 8, 000 
Iron production from low-grade ores (taconite and jasper) 


1 Estimated. 


Source: A study of the Future Power Transmission for the West, U. S. Department of 
Interior, 1952. 


Much of the industrial development in the last few years would have been impos- 
sible without low cost power because it is not economically feasible generally 
to use high cost power for the processing of metals and chemicals. 

Attention should be called to the benefits resulting from reclamation programs. 
According to W. A. Dexheimer, Commissioner of Reclamation, about $2.8 billion 
has been invested in western reclamation programs. It is important to empha- 
size that substantially all of this money will ultimately be returned to the 
Treasury. This Federal official believes that the Federal investment in reclama- 
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tion has resulted in the production of agricultural commodities (through 1954) 
worth $10.6 billion; net power revenue (through 1954) amounting to $260 mil- 
lion, and irrigation and municipal water reyenues totaling about $109 million. 
Mr. Dexheimer estimates that Federal reclamation programs since 1916 have 
resulted in a $3 billion increase in Federal tax revenues. In addition local and 
State governments have also benefited from increased tax revenues because of 
increased land and property valuation. 

The National Farmers Union is deeply interested in a resumption of Federal 
power programs which have been almost brought to a standstill during the last 
few years. In the Southwest where our farmers have been experiencing disas- 
trous prices and severe droughts, thousands of members of cooperatives who are 
also members of the Farmers Union have faced destruction of their rural elec- 
trification programs and loss of heavy investment in steam plants and other facili- 
ties. We wish to compliment this committee for reactivation of the contracts 
between the Southwest Power Administration and the cooperatives. We wish 
to condemn the policies of the Department of Interior in regard to the carrying 
out of the directives of the Congress. It appears that Assistant Secretary Aan- 
dahl has violated the instructions of the Congress in regard to the contracts and 
in regard to the preference clause and the Flood Control Act of 1944. We call 
attention to testimony by the National Farmers Union before the Senate Public 
Works Subcommittee on March 15, 1956. 

As we understand the problem of administering the Federal power programs, 
the bone of contention not only in the Southwest but in other areas is whether 
or not the Department of Interior is bound to engage in certain activities which 
would implement the carrying out of the provisions of the Flood Control Act of 
1944. Assistant Secretary Aandahl has indicated, at least on one occasion, that 
his responsibility ended when the main Federal power installation was completed. 
It seems to us that the preference clause is meaningless unless administrators 
make every effort to bring about building of transmission lines, steam plants, and 
other facilities to bring power to cooperatives and municipalities at the lowest 
cost possible, consistent with goud business principles. 

Farmers Union in a resolution unanimously adopted in Denver, Colo., in 
March of this year, indicated that the Congress and the administration should 
make every effort possible to build facilities necessary to carry out the purposes 
of the Flood Control Act. I quote from the resolution : 

“We urge establishment of clear-cut Federal legislation and policies to estab- 
lish clearly Federal responsibility to produce, regulate, and control public 
power through programs of area development on the basis of all-inclusive 
support of a total national program. 

“We urge Federal generation and transmission of the power required to 
meet the present and future needs of nonprofit electric systems and the use 
of the withdrawal clause to protect the rights of preference customers. 

“The Federal Government must assist cooperatives and other nonprofit public 
power agencies to set up generating and transmission facilities where needed 
by supplying technical and financial support. 

“The Federal Government must construct and operate the high-voltage trans- 
mission facilities necessary to integrate individual hydroelectric projects and 
to deliver appreciable portions of their output to the load centers of preference 
customers 

“The Federal Government must purchase or generate sufficient thermal energy 
to supplement the hydroelectric capacity of the Federal system so that the 
maximum amounts of firm power can be made available for the benefit of 
preference customers.” 

Turning specifically to projects in the southwestern area, we recommend 
that the full amount recommended by the engineers in regard to projects at 
Table Rock (Mo.-Ark.) and McGee Bend (Tex.) be approved. In addition 
we urge that construction funds for Dardanelle and Eufaula be included. We 
disagree with the contention of the President that funds expended on these 
projects could not be returned to the Treasury until the entire navigation 
development is completed. This argument in regard to the amount allocated 
to navigation could be used to defeat development of any similar project where 
the purpose was ultimate development of navigability. 

In regard to the Southwest in general, we urge that serious consideration be 
given to multipurpose development of the entire Arkansas River and its tribu- 
taries. Tough engineering problems are involved but the surveys, studies, and 
testimony of the Army engineers lead us to believe that all these problems can 
be solved. Development of the navigability of the Arkansas, linking Tulsa, Okla., 
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with other river ports would be of enormous benefit to the Southwest area; also 
great benefits would be derived from other purposes, including generation of 
electric power and flood control. 

The amount requested by the Budget Bureau to be available from the SPA 
continuing fund for implementation of the contracts should be approved. We 
suggest that administrators in the Department of Interior are not acting in good 
faith to carryout the directive of Cengress in. regard to these contracts.. More 
explicit language should be written into the bill to force the administrators to 
carry out the original conception of full integration between SPA and the co-op 
G. and T. facilities. We suggest further that language be written into the bill 
which would provide for full integration between a 30,000-kilowatt steam plant 
to be constructed by the cooperative at Ozark, Ark., and the hydro facilities of 
SPA. In this connection, we cannot overemphasize the fact that hydropower 
must be firmed up to the fullest extent possible by steam power, if the Federal 
power and cooperative programs are to benefit to the maximum the Government 
and the cooperatives. 

The committee has received expert testimony in regard to the proposed 
40-percent rate increase in the Southwest. Hearings have revealed that these 
rate increases of from 5.5 to 7.7 mills per kilowatt-hour will be applied to pref- 
erence customers but not to others. A review of the legislative history of the 
Southwest Power Administration and the projects in the area indicates that 
the Congress and all concerned in the area, generally, have considered the proj- 
ects mainly flood-control projects....The-fact that in planning the Denison and 
Norfork projects was specifically provided that the incremental method of cost 
allocation should be applied to the power features indicates flood control as the 
basic purpose. The disastrous flood history of the Arkansas and its tributaries 
lends credence to this view. 

It seems unfair and possibly economically unsound to us to change the 
¢round rules in the middle of the game and apply the separable costs remaining 
benefits method in place of the incremental method to the projects in the South- 
west. Perhaps an added consideration should be the tortured history of SPA 
und the unhappy experience of the cooperatives with the Federal Government, 
who had entered into contracts in good faith only to have them thrown tem 
porarily into the wastebasket. Although it may be beside the point to argue 
that the amount added to the farmers’ electric power bill in the area by these 
rate increases approximates the amount of subsidies and consequent loss to 
SPA in the Oklahoma contract, the aluminum contract, the Texas contract, 
and the Narrows contract, it certainly indicates that the whole operation in 
SPA has not redounded to the benetit of farmers and has not implemented the 
carrying out of the basic purpose of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 
We can hardly think of an operation which would so effectively nullify the basic 
purpose of that act. 

In regard to the Southeastern Power Administration, we urge the committee 
to approve funds requested by the Bureau of the Budget for the Corps of Engi 
neers in order that construction on multiple-purpose projects in that area may 
be continued. We call attention to the Clark Hill power situation where due 
to the negligence of Congress to appropriate money for the transmission lines, 
preference customers are not benefiting from low-cost power generated at Clark 
Hill Dam. We do not think the Congress can escape its responsibility in this 
area. While it is true that the Department of Interior has used every effort to 
deny the cooperatives their rights under the preference law and has even 
concealed an opinion of the Attorney General in regard to the illegality of cer- 
tain Department of Interior proposals, we think the primary responsibility rests 
on the Congress, particularly since the legislative history of various programs 
indicates that Congress realizes that cooperatives could not benefit under the 
preference law unless transmission lines were constructed to their load centers. 
We therefore urge that the committee take necessary action of building trans- 
mission lines either by the private utilities or by the Government in order that 
there may be a cessation of the loss of revenue at Clark Hill and that the coopera 
tives may receive their benefits under the preference law. 

In regard to the Bureau of Reclamation marketing areas in the Missouri 
Basin, we urge full steam *ahead on work at Gavins Point Reservoir (Nebr.- 
S. Dak.), Garrison Reservoir (N. Dak.), Fort Randall Reservoir (S. Dak.), and 
Oahe Reservoir (S. Dak.). We approve in addition the President’s request 
for $500,000 to initiate construction on another unit at the Fork Peck power- 
plant in Montana. We are also greatly concerned that no provision has been 
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made for the budget at the Big Bend Dam in South Dakota. Although there 
will be an increasing need for the 120,000 kilowatts generated at Big Ben Dam 
in South Dakota and the planning phase is about 25 percent complete, com- 
pletion of the planning and of initiating construction has for some reason been 
overlooked. 

In regard to the suggestion that the dam not be built unless all the power is 
marketed within the State, we call attention to the statement of Emil Loriks, 
represening the South Dakota Farmers Union, who appeared before your com- 
mittee on March 28, 1956. We concur completely with the statement of Mr. 
Loriks feeling that such a limitation on preference would be unwise and would 
constitute a bad precedent. 

Other problems in the Missouri Basin it appears mainly relate to the integra- 
tion of certain power areas and construction of various transmission lines. 
The heart of the problem seems to be that the western division as defined by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, including eastern Wyoming, Colorado, and western 
Nebraska, and the eastern area of the eastern division as defined by the Bureau, 
which includes eastern Nebraska, eastern Iowa, Minnesota, and also North 
and South Dakota, suffer or will suffer severe power shortages by 1957 or 1958. 
Significantly, when the cooperatives in the eastern area of the eastern division 
were invited to project their power requirements, they applied for 761,827 kilo- 
watts, whereas only 531,000 were available at the time. 

A solution suggests itself in that the eastern area of the eastern division 
has a surplus of power and has been selling vast quantities of power at a dump 
rate of 2.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. The Canyon Ferry situation is similar to the 
Clark Hill problem in that no provision was made tor transmitting the power. 
As a result, nearly all of the power from this dam which shoud be sold as firm 
power is being purchased by the Montana Power, Co., at dump rates. This 
company is also buying large amounts of Fort Peck power at dump rates with 
resultant losses to the Government and the deprivation of preference customers 
of their rights under the law. The remedy is to build a transmission line from 
Fort Peck to Garrison and thuse hannel surplus power to power-hungry areas. 
Transmission lines from Canyon Ferry could supply areas now supplied by 
Fort Peck. 

Mention has been made of the impending power shortage in the Pacific North- 
west. In order that such a shortage may he avoided we recommend approval 
of funds requesied in the budget which will make possible integration of new 
hydroelectric projects into the existing system and an increase of capacity in 
existing subtransmission and service substations. Our information is that in 
several instances the President’s request for funds on new projects is less than 
the funds which the Army engineers could actually use. In regard to John Day, 
for example, our information is that $1,450,000 could be utilized in the coming 
fiscal year, whereas the President only recommended $500,000. We urge the 
committee to recommend the larger figure in order that all possible speed may 
be made on John Day Dam. A similar situation exists in regard to appropriation 
for Ice Harbor—the amount which is $5 million should be increased to $10 
million. 

Reference has been made by Senators and Congressmen from the Pacific North- 
west to disastrous floods which have occurred in the last few mouths. We recom- 
mend that funds be increased on Cougar Dam and other multiple-purpose projects 
to the end that damage from floods may be minimized at the earliest possible time 
and also that additional generating capacity may be supplied. Funds should be 
made available for flood-control survey on a number of rivers in the Northwest 
where disastrous floods have occurred. We are in accord with Senator Morse’s 
statement that the budget does not meet the urgent needs for fidod control. We 
commend this committee and the Congress for their action last year in providing 
funds for many projects in the Pacific Northwest which were not included in the 
budget. We urge the committee to make every possible effort to expedite the 
programs of flood control, power, navigation, irrigation, and recreation in the 
Northwest in order that human suffering and property damage be minimized and 
that the great economic contributions which the area has made to the Nation 
may be continued and expanded. 

Finally, we recommend that the committee seriously consider the problem of 
creating electrical energy by means of atomic fission. In August 1954 the Con- 
“ress approved legislation which would make possible a nonmilitary atomic 
energy program. Under section 31 of the Atomic Energy Act, the Atomic Energy 
Commission has authority to finance in part nuclear power generating equipment 
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which rural electric cooperatives and other nongovernmental agencies would 
construct. 

As far as the rural electric cooperatives are concerned the principal activity 
of the Commission has been to throw roadblocks in the way of any attempts the 
cooperatives have made to get in on the atomic-energy program. A number of 
proposals have been made by the rural electric cooperatives, but nothing has 
happened. One of these proposals was construction of a 22,000 kilowatt boiling 
water reactor at Elk River, Minn. This proposal has been gathering dust in the 
files of AEC, and there is no sign action will be taken on it in the future. 

In regard to reactors constructed by private industry, only one is under con- 
struction, the reactor at Shippingport, Pa., designed for 60,000 kilowatts. This 
is all that this country has to show. While other countries are going forward 
with their atomic energy programs with great speed, private industry is dragging 
its feet in the building of atomic energy electric power installations despite the 
fact that huge subsidies are available. The Shippingport reactor has been al 
most 100 percent financed with Federal subsidies. The Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion has furnished $91 million of the $107 million cost, while the Office of Defense 
Mobilization has contributed an additional subsidy of nearly $16 million. 

We call attention to the testimony of Atomic Energy Commissioner Thomas FE. 
Murray before the congressional Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. Commis- 
sioner Murray recommended a 5-year, billion-dollar Government program to 
build demonstrator power reactors in the United States to be followed by a sec 
ond phase of building between the years 1960—65 at an estimated cost of $5 billion. 
Murray expressed the hope that the $5 billion would be supplied by private 
industry. Murray emphasized the fact that the Soviets are rapidly attaining a 
leadership in nuclear energy development. He quoted figures to the effect that 
Soviet Russia will have completed by 1960 atomic-energy plants with total capac 
ity of between 2 and 2.5 million kilowatts. 

We urge that the committee seriously consider this alarming situation and 
that it do everything in its power to energize the Atomic Energy Commission 
and that it include language in its report directing the Atomic Energy Commis 
sion to utilize its power under section 51 of the 1954 act to assist public and pri 
vate groups in the building of nuclear power generation and that it also direct the 
Commission to utilize its powers under section 32 of the act to initiate construe 


tion of large-scale federally financed atomic energy powered generating stations. 
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Lower Rio Grande : Lees, 221, 315 
Lower White River_ tae 82 28 509, 512 
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Maniece Bayou 

Marais Des Cygnes Valley flood control 

Marina Del Rev Inlet and Basin___ aa 

Marion Reservoir : Zt, 22 
McGee Bend Dam-____....___--- 2438, 338 
McKinney Bayou__ 51, 378, 512 
McNary Dam =: 54, 57, 7 518, 733 
MecNary-Franklin 76 
Melones, new 5 597 
Melvern Dam_____ 

Memphis Harbor 

Merced River flood control 

Michaud Flats 

Middle Creek 

Middle Mississippi River navigation 

Millwood Reservoir 

Minidoka 





Minneapolis upper harbor J ; 

Mississippi River flood control______ ahiees sos 
Mississippi River gulf outlet 

Missouri Kiver Basin___- 
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Morringsport Reservoir____-~~~-~-- 

Moses Lake service 


Neosho-Cottonwood flood control 
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New Madrid Floodway sieaianis 

New 


Ogden River_-_ eae Seo PER : ‘ 
Ohio River Basin Baten lees: 
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Oklahoma City floodway 
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Ouachita River Basin_- 
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Powder River and tr ibut: iries___- cae : 61 
Proctor Reservoir.._.............. : = . . 157, 161 
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Rathdrum Prairie_____--_-- : ee ; 7 S19 
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Red River Basin a aes ; 135, 268 
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Richmond Harbor___-~--~-~- ousieia ; : cee 7 
Ringold ‘transformer repl: yeement 


FEES ; 76 
Rio Grande flood-control project 13 
Riverside leyees______—- ; eae ae cc a 507 
a) aa La, , ; 47 
Rogue River______-_- x ae : se rialagkaentor ciao 2, 64, 679, 684 
Russian River___-_ = ated “eae ia as : 293, 597 


Sabine-Neches Waterway--_----~-- eed een =. 248, 283 
Sacramenta Miver.............. ‘ oi ees s HOT 
Sacramento ship canal____- ; ; Sena 520, S27 
St. Francis River Basin_ — ee 35, 487, 509, 512 
St. Louis, Mo., flood protection__ . : a Sard 06, 135 
I i sialccdiad Powe : 136 
San Antonio Channel_____ 200, 597 
San Francisco Bay study- 3 ‘ : ; ie 822 
San Lorenzo Creek survey funds at : ; 573 
San Joaquin River and Stockton C hannel.. eal ae 557 
San Joaquin River levees________. oe : 5TH, HOT 





San Lorenzo River_____- aa... 
San Saba flood-control projec teow 
eae Sen SCONE. . Un 
Santa Maria Valley levees____ 2 ae 
Shawnee National Forest program ____ 
Shilshole breakwater__- 
Shoshone project... --—- 
Silvies River______- 
Skipanon Channel boat basin__ 
Solano ee rare 
Stewart Canyon Dam____ 
Strawn Reservoir_____- 
Success Dam_-_ 
Sulphur River 


Talent a 
Tensas River Basin____~ 
Terminus Dam............ 
Texarkana Dam 


The Dalles Dam______~ 
Tillamook Bay and Bar 
Tombigbee River 

Toronto Reservoir 

Trinity River______- 

Tule Lake Channel extension_ 
Two itivers Reseryvir oa 


Umpqua River____- ‘ 
Upper Colorado River stor: ige___ 


Vaquero Dam 
Ventura River 


Warden substation additions_____________ 
Warm, East Twin, Devil, and Lytle Creeks 
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Washington State projects 
Weber Basin 
Webster Dam 
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Willamette River at Willamette Falls___._.c......... a37 
Willamette River above Portland and Yamhill River 


Willamette River bank protection_________ 


Wilson Unit 


Yakima project 

Yamhill River 

Yaquina Bay and Harbor 
Yazoo River Basin 
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Yazoo and Big Sunflower Rivers____________________ wid ater Raat oe 136 
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